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ABSTRACT
Naifeh, Stephen J . , M.A., 1982, Psychology
The Effects of a Collaborative Feedback Mode, A Posit ive Cognit ive- 
Emotional Set and Sex of  “  " ssor on Responsiveness to Unfavorable
Personal i ty  Test Feedbad .)
The purpose o f  the present study was to investigate the ro le of  
three s i tua t iona l  factors  hypothesized to enhance an in d iv id u a l 's  
responsiveness to unfavorable personal i ty  feedback. Secondari ly, 
three personal i ty  t r a i t s  were examined to assess th e i r  re la t ionsh ip  
to subjects'  responsiveness to the feedback.
S ix ty - fou r  undergraduate females were administered the Rotter 
In ternal-External Locus o f  Control Scale, the Marlowe-Crowne Social 
D e s i ra b i l i t y  Scale and the Janis-F ie ld Feelings of  Inadequacy Scale. 
Later in the week, subjects met in d iv id u a l ly  with e i th e r  a male or 
a female assessor to receive bogus generalized personal i ty  in te rp re ­
tat ions which they bel ieved had been derived from th e i r  tes t  battery 
resu l ts .  Subjects were then randomly assigned to one of  e ight  experi ­
mental condit ions. These included whether or not they received 
information designed to provide them with a pos i t ive  cognitive-emotional 
set,  whether th e i r  feedback was communicated in a un i la te ra l  or a 
co l labora t ive manner, and whether a female or a male assessor presented 
the personal i ty  feedback. The primary outcome measures included s e l f -  
report  rat ings o f  feedback accuracy, importance and usefulness. A 
measure of  feedback reca l l  and two measures assessing in te res t  in 
receiving addi t ional  personal i ty  tes t  feedback were also u t i l i z e d .
Analysis o f  Variance resul ts  indicated that  the col laborative 
feedback mode yielded s ig n i f i c a n t l y  higher rat ings of  importance and 
a greater in te res t  in receiving addi t ional  personal i ty  tes t  feedback.
A near s ig n i f ic a n t  e f fec t  in th is  d i rec t ion  was also obtained on the 
measure of  feedback usefulness. Ratings of  feedback accuracy and 
subjects'  reca l l  o f  t h e i r  feedback did not d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t l y  as a 
function of  the feedback modali ty. Neither the pos i t ive  cogni t ive-  
emotional set nor sex o f  the assessor produced any of the predicted 
e f fec ts .  Contrary to pred ic t ions ,  female subjects revealed greater 
impact from th e i r  feedback when i t  was communicated to them by a male 
rather  than a female. This e f fec t  was obtained on the measures of 
feedback reca l l  and desire fo r  fu r the r  feedback but not on the s e l f -  
repor t measures of accuracy, importance and usefulness. Of the three 
personal i ty  t r a i t s  investigated in th is  study, an external locus of  
control and low social self-esteem were found to re la te  to feedback 
accuracy ra t ings ,  although th e i r  contr ibu t ion to the variance was small.
The pattern o f  resu l ts  fo r  the s i tua t iona l  and personal i ty  factors 
was discussed in the context of  the empirical f ind ings in the vocational 
and .personal i ty feedback l i t e r a tu r e .  The impl icat ions o f  the results  
were considered in terms of  fu ture research and relevance to c l in i c a l  
pract ice.
Director:  H. A. Walters
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Psychological tes t ing  has long occupied a prominent, a lb ie t  
ambivalently regarded posi t ion among the role functions o f  the cl i .nical 
psychologist. Indeed, p r io r  to the post World War I I  period, psycho­
diagnostic tes t ing  was often the only purpose fo r  which the c l in ic a l  
psychologist was employed in a c l i n i c a l  se t t ing  (Rabin & Hayes, 1978).
As psychologists began to assume increasing re sp on s ib i l i t y  fo r  d i rec t  
therapeutic treatment, t h e i r  investment in the tes t ing ro le began to 
decl ine. In a recent a r t i c le  addressing the issue of  psychological 
assessment in the fu tu re ,  Korchin and Schulberg (1981) provide several 
reasons fo r  the diminished commitment. Yet, they also emphasize that 
the f i e l d  is undergoing considerable change such that  psychological 
tests are l i k e l y  to remain an essential tool in the decision making 
process o f  the great major i ty  o f  c l in ic ia n s .
During the past decade social c r i t i c s  have offered a barrage of 
complaints perta in ing to the abuses of psychological tes t ing  in con­
t r ib u t in g  to a var ie ty  of  social problems. In te l l igence  tes t ing  and 
standardized personal i ty instruments have encountered notable antagonism 
from those concerned wi th biases against rac ia l  and lower socio-economic 
groups. Cr i t ic ism  from w ith in  the test ing f i e l d  i t s e l f  has centered on 
such issues as tes t  misuse, mis in terpreta t ion and the prevalent ignorance 
of the. tes te r  regarding, a te s t ' s  psychometric propert ies (Cleary, Humph­
reys, Kendrick & Wesman, 1975; Heney, 1981; Mischel, 1968). In spite of 
a l l  the c r i t i c i s m ,  psychological tes t ing continues to play a s ign i f ica n t
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role in a fa r  reaching range of  c r i t i c a l  s i tua t ions fo r  the ind iv idua l .
The decisions regarding select ion of  te s ts ,  t h e i r  in te rp re ta t ion  
and the recommendations derived from the tes t  resul ts  have t r a d i t i o n a l ­
ly  been arr ived at independently by the c l in ic ia n  wi th l i t t l e  input 
from the c l ie n t .  Typ ica l ly ,  once the psychological report  is  wr i t ten  
i t  is f i l e d  in the c l i n i c i a n ' s  drawer or sent o f f  to the re fe rra l  source 
without being made accessible to the testee (Brodsky, 1972). I f  feed­
back about the assessment results is  provided at a l l ,  i t  is l i k e l y  to 
be b r ie f  and super f ic ia l  (Fischer, 1972). Thus, in spite of  the fact 
that  major l i f e  decisions may be subs tan t ia l ly  based on the person's 
tes t  resu l ts ,  there is usual ly l i t t l e  opportunity fo r  the c l ie n t  to 
pa r t ic ipa te  in the process.
Constance Fischer (1972, 1979) is one among an increasing number 
of  mental health professionals who lias taken issue with the secrecy 
re f lec ted in t ra d i t io n a l  psychological assessment. She provides a 
compelling scru t iny  of the h is to r ic a l  and phi losophical grounding of 
th is  professional po l icy  (Fischer, 1979). She argues tha t  the present 
soc io -cu l tu ra l  context emphasizing greater accountab i l i ty  to consumers 
fo r  th e i r  psychological services may force re luc tan t  c l in ic ia n s  to 
change th e i r  procedures. Court decisions permit t ing c i t izens access 
to school records, c red i t  bureau f i l e s ,  medical charts’ and psychologi­
cal repor ts,  along wi th newly enacted " t r u th - in - te s t in g "  state laws 
underscore th is  trend toward informed c l ie n t  p a r t ic ipa t io n  in human 
services (Fischer, 1972). Furthermore, these practices re f le c t  the 
psycholog ist 's  own eth ica l  re s p o n s ib i l i t y  to "promote the welfare and 
best in terests  of the c l i e n t  . . . they respect the c l i e n t ' s  r ig h t  to
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know the resu l ts ,  the in terpreta t ions made and th e i r  bases fo r  t h e i r  
conclusions and recommendations." (American Psychological Association, 
1981).
From a c l i n i c a l  perspective, the psychological assessment s i tua t ion  
may provide i t s  own therapeutic benefi ts to the c l ie n t  when i t  proceeds 
in an open, highly involving manner. The experience o f  hearing about 
one's tes t  data o f fe rs  an opportunity fo r  self-understanding as well as 
an experience in fee l ing understood. Thus, such a source o f  s e l f ­
information may enhance the c l i e n t ' s  desire fo r  addi t ional  feedback 
and mobil ize his desire fo r  change (Dana, 1981; Snyder, Ingram & New- 
burg, 1981).
The in ten t  o f  the present study is  to explore some p o ten t ia l l y  
s ig n i f ic a n t  dimensions o f  the assessment feedback s i tua t ion .  The ex­
periment w i l l  examine three variables hypothesized to enhance a person's 
responsiveness to unfavorable personal i ty tes t  feedback: (1) the
feedback approach used to communicate the tes t  in te rp re ta t ions ,  (2) the 
cognitive-emotional set a subject has as the feedback is provided, and 
(3) whether the tes t  feedback- is communicated by a person of  the same 
or the opposite sex.
The fo l lowing l i t e r a tu r e  review w i l l  f i r s t  focus on what has been 
termed "co l laborat ive assessment" (Fischer, 1972, 1978) or humanistic- 
ex is ten t ia l  assessment (Dana & Leech, 1974) and the theoretica l  premises 
on which th is  approach is based. The small body of experimental studies 
tangen t ia l ly  related to th is  w i l l  also be reviewed. These empirical 
studies concern the communication of genuine tes t  resul ts  in the voca­
t iona l  counseling context. The l i t e ra tu re  review w i l l  then turn to the
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larger body of  experimental research rela ted to some o f  the personal i ty 
and s i tua t iona l  variables considered to be important in the tes t  feedback 
s i tua t ion .  This body of  analogue research has u t i l i z e d  a fa lse feedback 
methodology to which the present invest igat ion w i l l  also adhere.
Up to th is  time there has been l i t t l e  research on the importance of 
cognitive-emotional sets or the gender of  the person providing the feedback 
with respect to t h e i r  impact on subjects'  responsiveness to t h e i r  tes t  
in te rpre ta t ions .  What l i t t l e  research has been published w i l l  also be 
discussed.
CHAPTER I I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Collaborative Assessment
The practice of sharing assessment f ind ings with the c l ie n t  has 
been advocated by c l in ic ians  of  varying theore t ica l  viewpoints. Carl 
Jung (1961) was among the early  psychoanalysts who provided d i rec t  
tes t  feedback to c l ien ts .  He re lates the story of disc losing the 
resul ts  o f  the association tes t  to a young schizophrenic woman whose 
pathology then vanished and required no fu r the r  psych ia tr ic  treatment. 
Jourard (1972) also advised the pract ice o f  "a quiet revo lu t ion" ,  part 
o f  which involves disclosure o f  assessment f indings to c l ien ts .  During 
the las t  decade an increasing number o f  mental health professionals 
have w r i t ten  about t h e i r  own approaches of  sharing diagnostic tes t  
results wi th th e i r  c l ien ts  (Dana, 1981; Fischer, 1978, 1981; Mosak & 
Gushurst, 1972).
The fundamental premise to which a l l  o f  these proponents adhere 
is that psychological assessment must proceed in an open, disc losive 
manner from the inception of the evaluation process. The c l i e n t  is 
viewed as an informed pa r t ic ipan t  apprised about what can be expected 
both in terms of  the assessment procedures and the outcome. Like the 
psychotherapy process i t s e l f ,  the assessment techniques are u t i l i z e d  
in the service of  understanding the c l ie n t .  Importantly, the tests are 
as f a l l i b l e  and subject to e r ro r  as the in te rpre ta t ions  of  the psycho­
the rap is t .  The perceptions a c l in ic ia n  gleans from the tes t  data o f fe r  
a r i c h ,  unique source of  understanding, but a l l  the more so when they
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are shared wi th the c l ie n t  who is then encouraged to comment on them.
As Leary (1970) expressed i t :
"the pa t ien t ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  is ti ie world 's 
leading au thor i ty  on the issue at hand and 
his own l i f e  and the transactions in which 
he is  involved:"
The emphasis is on the "phenomenological equal i ty"  between the two 
ind iv idua ls .  The assessor must give equal weight to tiie c l i e n t ' s  own 
perspective and permit the c l ie n t  to va l idate the tes t  in te rpre ta t ions 
as they are shared. In th is  manner, through a "co l laborat ion process" 
of  sharing the "whens and the when no ts " , the c l ie n t  comes to experience 
the assessment procedures as personal ly meaningful. The primary data 
are the actual l i f e  events of  the c l ie n t .  Test resu l ts ,  then, are re­
corded not as abstract in te rpre ta t ions  or as t r a i t s  but as l ived  events 
which require no secrecy from the c l ie n t  (Fischer, 1972).
This phenomenological perspective on psychological assessment is 
a major departure from the viewpoint o f  many humanistic c l in ic ia n s  who 
disparage the value of  psychodiagnostic tes t ing (Brown, 1972; May, 1958). 
In th is  camp i t  is  often argued that  psychodiagnostic assessment is 
r e d u c t io n is t i c , a r t i f i c i a l ,  impersonal and dehumanizing to the c l i e n t ' s  
human d ign i ty  (Sugarman, 1978). However, the counterargument stresses 
that  when the assessment procedures o f fe r  a genuine interpersonal re la ­
t ionship between c l ie n t  and c l in ic ia n  and provide the c l i e n t  with the 
opportunity to pa r t ic ipa te  in the process, then psychological assessment 
becomes humanistic (Craddick, 1975; Dana & Graham, 1976; Fischer, 1978).
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Genuine Test Feedback
There is  surp r is ing ly  l i t t l e  research invest iga t ing  the parameters 
of the c l i n i c ia n 's  communication of  genuine tes t  results  to the c l ie n t .  
Nearly a l l  the published research in the personal i ty  tes t  feedback 
l i t e ra tu r e  has u t i l i z e d  a fa lse feedback approach because o f  the method­
ologica l c l a r i t y  such a paradigm of fe rs  (Dana, 1981). Unfor tunate ly , 
there are some s ig n i f ic a n t  l im i ta t io ns  to the general izabi1i t y  o f  the 
f indings when they are appl ied to the actual c l i n i c a l  assessment s i tu a ­
t ion  in which genuine tes t  resu l ts  are disclosed. These w i l l  be ad­
dressed la te r  in the l i t e r a tu r e  review when th is  body of  research is 
examined. As the state o f  our knowledge in th is  area now stands, we 
have no strong empirical foundation from which to make decisions per­
ta in ing to the communication of  psychological assessment information.
Yet, the vocational counseling l i t e r a tu r e  provides some empirical i n ­
vestigations re f le c t in g  th is  concern and thus requires the a t tent ion of  
th is  l i t e r a tu r e  review.
Career counseling has long fol lowed the procedure of  an open d is ­
cussion of  the tes t  resu lts with the c l ie n t .  The tes t  materials usual ly 
perta in to the c l i e n t ' s  general in te l le c tu a l  a b i l i t y ,  special apti tudes 
and his in terests  or values thought to re la te  to potentia l  vocational 
sa t is fac t ion  (Brammer & Shostrom, 1968). During the las t  three decades, 
a small body of research has accumulated which has examined various 
factors considered to be important in the e f fec t ive  communication of  tes t  
resu l ts .  P a r t i cu la r ly  germane to the in ten t  of the present study is the 
group of  experiments inves t iga t ing  the effect iveness of  various tes t  
feedback modes on such variables as enhancement of  c l ien t ,  self-knowledge-,
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a b i l i t y  to reca l l  tes t  information and the c l i e n t ' s  sa t is fa c t ion  with 
the counseling process (Dressel & Matteson, 1950; Folds & Gazda, 1966; 
Rubinstein, 1978).
The great major i ty  o f  these studies were undertaken in the 1950's 
and 1960's and are replete with methdological problems which severely 
hamper the conclusions which might be derived from them. These flaws 
include overt omissions such, as (1) the fa i lu re  to provide a control 
group (Dressel & Matteson, 1950), (2) the use o f  outcome measures lack­
ing in demonstrated v a l i d i t y  or too few in number (Kamm &.Wren, 1950; 
Lane, 1952; Tuma & Gustad, 1957), and (3) inadequate sample sizes or 
numbers of  subjects per experimental ce l l  (Dressel & Matteson, 1950; 
Gustad & Tuma, 1957). Moreover, there have been wide discrepancies in 
the equivalency of treatments wit l i  respect to the content of tes t  i n ­
formation disclosed and the amount of  counselor-c l ient contact. Con­
sequently, comparison among the various studies is s ig n i f i c a n t l y  im­
peded. S t i l l ,  since the subject matter pe r t inen t ly  re f lec ts  the focus 
o f  the present research, some b r ie f  a t tent ion to th is  feedback l i t e r a ­
ture is warranted.
The basic methodological approach to these investigations has 
involved the assignment of  students seeking vocational guidance to 
one of  two or three experimental groups based on a p a r t i c u la r  method 
of  tes t  in te rp re ta t ion .  In most instances, control groups have been 
employed against which pre-post changes on the dependent measures can 
be compared. These variables have usual ly rela ted to measures o f  s e l f -  
knowledge and recal l  o f  the tes t  resu l ts .  A few studies have also 
included posttest measures o f  c l ie n t  sa t is fac t ion  with the feedback
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session. Typ ica l ly ,  tes t  bat ter ies have been employed consist ing of  
in te l l igence  and/or apti tude tests as well as vocational inventor ies.
Among the more frequently examined variables has been the compara­
t i v e  e f f icacy  of ind iv idual  versus group tes t  interpretat ion.approaches 
(Folds & Gazda, 1964; M i l l e r  & Cochran, 1979; Rubinstein, 1978; Wright, 
1963). The general pattern of  resu lts  suggests that  the se l f - lea rn ing  
dependent measures indicate no greater evidence o f  change as a resu l t  
of  ind iv idual  feedback sessions. Subjects appear to learn and recal l  
t h e i r  feedback as well  in e i the r  an ind iv idual  or a group context. 
However, the studies also reveal subjects to report  greater sa t is fac t ion  
with tlie feedback session when they receive the tes t  information in the 
t ra d i t io n a l  one-to-one approach (Folds & Gazda, 1964; M i l l e r  & Cochran, 
1979; Wright, 1963). Folds and Gazda also hypothesized changes in 
subjects'  self-concept fo r  those in the experimental conditions. This 
was not the case, although i t  would seem highly un l ike ly  that one 
in te rp re t ive  sessjon of  sucli tests as the Edwards Personal Preference 
Schedule and the School and College A b i l i t y  Test would resu l t  in any 
s ig n i f ic a n t  impact on self-concept.
Another variable related to feedback modali ty is  whether the 
counselor serves a necessary function in the e f fec t ive  communication 
o f  tes t  resu l ts .  Tipton (1969) reported a study in which programmed 
tes t  in te rp re ta t ion  was compared with an ind iv idual ized in te rp re ta t ion  
of  a b i l i t y  tes t  results.. Tipton required the counselor to fo l low a 
structured procedure in order to insure the comparabi1i t y  of  the tes t  
information across the two treatments. He found the two modes to be 
equal ly impactful on Semantic D i f fe ren t ia l  concepts a f te r  the subjects
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received th e i r  feedback. However, a month a f te r  the i n i t i a l  tes t  
in te rp re ta t io n s , changes in meanings diminished s ig n i f i c a n t l y  fo r  
the programmed mode and increased fo r  subjects who had received the 
ind iv idual  feedback treatment. Tipton concluded tha t  the i n t e r ­
personal fac to r  was responsible fo r  the group dif ferences.  Tipton's 
sole re l iance upon eight  Semantic D i f fe re n t ia l  concepts to assess 
treatment outcome l im i t s  the confidence with which his conclusions 
can be endorsed.
M i l le r  and Cochran (1979) recommended the cos t-e f fec t ive  use of 
a sl ide-sound approach to the report ing of  Strong In te res t  Inventory 
results to c l ien ts .  Their freshman subjects retained the vocational 
information as well via th is  mode as did subjects who received an 
ind iv idual  counseling session or a combination of  the two approaches 
wherein the information was repeated. Unlike several of the studies 
previously c i ted ,  these investigators  took special care to control the 
s im i la r i t y  of  informational content across treatments. In keeping 
with subjects'  demonstrated preference fo r  personal counselor contact 
(Folds & Gazda, 1964; Wright, 1963), the tes t  in te rp re ta t ion  experience 
was rated as more sa t is fac to ry  when i t  was presented by the counselor.
Hoffman, Spokane & Magoon (1981) designed a methodological ly 
rigorous study of the counselor's ro le in the tes t  feedback s i tua t ion .  
These investigators  found the majori ty  of  studies in th is  area to be 
methodological ly d e f ic ien t  on two important dimensions: (1) fa i lu re  to
provide equivalency of treatments with respect to informational content 
and level of  counselor contact, and (2) inadequate select ion of outcome 
or c r i te r io n  measures such as reca l l  o f  tes t  results  and treatment
11
sa t is fa c t ion .  Their study addressed both o f  these concerns. Subjects 
were randomly assigned to e i the r  a No contact-Strong Campbell In terest  
Inventory (SCII) p r o f i l e  group, an audiotaped counselor and SCII p r o f i l e  
group or a 30 minute counseling interview with the SCII p r o f i l e .  The 
format and information offered by the audiotape was not altered by the 
counselor and no ind iv idua l ized in te rpre ta t ions  were permitted. M u l t i ­
modal dependent measures were employed which were designed to assess 
the c l i e n t ' s  capacity to use the feedback toward meeting career objec­
t ives .
Their resu l ts  indicated that  subjects responded best to the 
counselor contact treatment. Indiv iduals in th is  group requested 
occupational information s ig n i f i c a n t l y  more so than subjects in the 
other two groups. On a se l f - re p o r t  measure tapping subjects'  capacity 
to achieve t h e i r  spec i f ic  career goals, counselor contact was also 
shown to ’ be s ig n i f i c a n t l y  re lated. Unfortunately,  the manner in which 
th is  measure was assessed was p o te n t ia l l y  reactive and jeopardized tiie 
conclusions derived on th is  variable.
The studies discussed above indicate tha t  people appear to learn 
and re ta in  vocational tes t  information as e f f e c t i v e ly  through cost- 
e f fec t ive  feedback modali t ies as they do wi th ind iv idual  sessions with 
a counselor. Gains in vocational self-knowledge are as great in group 
feedback s i tua t ions ,  and audio-visual or programmed ins t ruc t iona l  formats. 
S t i l l ,  these ind iv idua ls '  own subject ive experience of  t h e i r  feedback 
sessions is more pos i t ive  and sa t is fac t ion  is greatest when a more 
personal ized in te rp re t ive  mode is provided to them.
A f in a l  considerat ion from the vocational counseling l i t e ra tu r e
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relates to the counselor's approach to the presentat ion o f  feedback to 
the c l ie n t .  This var iable is p a r t i c u la r l y  relevant to the focus of 
the present thesis inves t iga t ion .  The form i t  has taken in vocational 
researcti involves whether c l ien ts  benef i t  most from a d i re c t iv e ,  more 
au thor i tar ian mode o f  feedback or one that is c l ient -centered.  The 
nondirect ive approach also focuses on the broader sphere o f  tiie person's 
l i f e  concerns, ra ther than attending pr im ar i ly  to the tes t  resul ts . 
Research f ind ings concerning th is  variable have yie lded mixed resu l ts ,  
at least  in part because o f  the methodological c r i t i c ism s  addressed 
e a r l i e r  in th is  section o f  the l i t e r a tu r e  review.
In an exploratory study by Dressel and Matteson (1950), t h e i r  
concern with the importance of  the counselor's s ty le  of  presenting 
tes t  results was examined with 40 col lege freshman c l ien ts  who were 
seeking vocational guidance at a un ivers i ty  counseling center. In 
some prel iminary inves t iga t ion ,  these authors observed tha t  t h e i r  
un ivers i ty  counselors could be dist inguished on the dimension of  the 
degree o f  pa r t ic ipa t ion  which th e i r  tes t  in te rp re ta t ion  techniques 
e l i c i t e d  from c l ien ts .  Their study investigated three hypotheses:
(1) that  c l ien ts  pa r t ic ip a t ing  most ac t ive ly  would gain most in se l f -  
understanding, (2) that high pa r t ic ipa t ion  c l ien ts  would become more 
certa in of  th e i r  vocational decisions than low p a r t ic ipa t ion  c l ie n ts ,  
and (3) that  high pa r t ic ipa t ion  c l ien ts  would report greater sa t is fac ­
t ion  with the test feedback. The results o f  the study indicated support' 
f o r  the f i r s t  two hypotheses but there was no trend toward a re la t io n ­
ship between high p a r t ic ipa t ion  and c l ie n t  sa t is fac t ion .  Their f indings 
must be viewed cautiously owing to the methodological flaws in the
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study,, which include the absence o f  a control group, small numbers o f  
c l ien ts  and counselors and inadequate va l ida t ion  procedures fo r  the 
dependent measures. Essent ia l ly ,  the value of  the study inhered in i t s  
heu r is t ic  impact on the f i e l d  by s t imula t ing subsequent studies of  
counselor sty les of  tes t  in te rp re ta t ion .
Lane (1964) also investigated the d i f f e r e n t ia l  e f fects  of  a 
d i rec t ive  versus a nondirect ive counselor feedback s ty le .  High school 
jun io rs  and seniors were administered a battery of educational and 
vocational tests a f te r  which subjects were interviewed in one of  the 
two modes. Lane found no dif ferences in his subjects'  recal l  o f  the 
tes t  information as a function o f  the counselor's feedback approach. 
Unfortunately, th is  was tfie sole outcome c r i t e r io n  reported in the 
study. Moreover, l i t t l e  information was provided about the manner in 
which the in terv iew techniques were followed.
Rogers (1954) examined the impact of  two interv iew techniques on 
subjects'  self-understanding and provided exce l lent descript ion of  the 
"test-centered" and "se l f -eva lua t ive "  feedback approaches u t i l i z e d  in 
the study. Rogers predicted that the in terv iew method that fostered 
more c l ie n t  pa r t ic ipa t ion  and emphasized relevant l i f e  concerns (the 
se l f -eva lua t ive  mode) would be more e f fec t ive  in enhancing se l f-under­
standing than a method of  tes t  in te rp re ta t io n  that concentrated on the 
tes t  data. Rogers found both methods to be equally e f fec t ive .  However, 
when the sessions themselves were rated on the dimension of  act ive 
versus passive p a r t i c ip a t io n ,  i t  was noted tha t  the c l ien ts  who were 
most active p ro f i ted  most from the se l f -eva lua t ive  feedback mode. As 
in the case o f  the Dressel and Matteson study noted e a r l ie r  (1950), the
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Self-Understanding Test was poorly val idated. Important ly , the study 
suggests the potentia l  value of  invest igat ing ind iv idual  dif ferences 
among c l ien ts  that inf luence th e i r  responsiveness to p a r t i c u la r  modes 
of  tes t  feedback.
Two f ina l  studies concerned with the counselor's s ty le  of  test  
in te rp re ta t ion  were conducted by Holmes (1964) and Rubinstein, (197S), 
both of  whom designed studies which u t i l i z e d  mult ip le  outcome measures. 
Holmes varied, the degree o f  counselor and student in te rac t ion  and 
pa r t ic ipa t ion  by careful s t ruc tu r ing  of  three d i f fe re n t  methods of 
tes t  feedback presentat ion. She also included a w r i t te n  feedback 
experimental condit ion. Holmes found that  reca l l  o f  the tes t  battery 
resul ts  did not d i f f e r  as a resu l t  o f  the method of  tes t  in te rp re ta t ion  
although subjects in the w r i t ten  feedback condit ion rated t h e i r  tes t  
results as less valuable to them. Att i tudes toward the counselor and 
the tes t  in te rp re ta t ion  also did not s ig n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r  as a function 
of  whether student pa r t ic ipa t ion  was f a c i l i t a t e d  or discouraged.
Further analyses of  the data revealed that there was considerable 
v a r i a b i l i t y  in subjects'  a t t i tudes toward p a r t i c u la r  counselors. Thus, 
these results emphasize that  i t  may be less important how test results 
are presented than who presents them.
Rubinstein's (1978) study of  counselor tes t  feedback approaches is 
undoubtedly the most methodological ly sound o f  th is  group of  studies. 
Unl ike the previously mentioned research, Rubinstein focused attention 
on only one commonly used vocational te s t ,  the Strong-Campbel1 In terest 
Inventory, and investigated three structured procedures fo r  the feedback 
approach. Following up previous concerns with the dimension of  act ive
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c l ie n t  involvement in the tes t  feedback process, he manipulated three 
feedback approaches: (1) an " in tegra t ive  in te rp re ta t ion"  in which tes t
resu lts  would be integrated with issues raised by the c l i e n t  during the 
feedback session, (2) a t ra d i t io n a l  ind iv idual in te rp re ta t ion  in which 
c l ien ts  received th e i r  SCII p ro f i les  and questioned the counselor about 
the tes t  resu l ts ,  and (3) a t ra d i t io n a l  group in te rp re ta t ion  operating 
s im i la r ly  to the ind iv idual  t ra d i t io n a l  in te rp re ta t ion  approach. Two 
control groups were also included to investigate the ef fec ts  of  simply 
receiving tes t  resul ts  in the form of the SCII p ro f i l e  or receiving 
ne i ther tes t  results  nor counselor contact.
Rubinstein found that the " in teg ra t ive  in te rp re ta t ion "  mooe yie lded 
the most pos i t ive  rat ings of counseling cl imate. This preference did 
not extend to rat ings of  c l i e n t  sa t is fac t ion  nor did th is  feedback mode 
resu l t  in any greater vocational choice cer ta in ty  or reca l l  o f  tes t  
' r e s u l t s .  As wi th past f ind ings related to the e f f icacy  of  group versus 
ind iv idual  feedback sessions (Folds & Gazda, 1954; M i l l e r  & Cochran, 
1979; Wright, 1963), none of  the dependent measures yielded s ig n i f ic a n t  
d if ferences.  One other noteworthy f ind ing of  the study was the presence 
of  some in te ract ions between pa r t i c u la r  counselors and in te rp re ta t ion  
modal i t ies.
In general, the results o f  these studies focusing on the ef f icacy 
of  various modes of communicating vocational tes t  resul ts are equivocal. 
Of primary importance is  the necessity fo r  mult ip le  outcome measures of  
effect iveness. I l l u s t r a t i v e l y ,  i t  appears tha t  such variables as c l ie n t  
learning and recal l  o f  vocational tes t  information do not seem to be 
s ig n i f i c a n t l y  affected by the feedback mode o f ' t h e  counselor. This in-
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eludes not only the various feedback sty les rela ted to e l i c i t i n g  c l ie n t  
involvement but also cos t -e f fec t ive  modali t ies such as group or the 
programmed techniques. However, when the c r i t e r i a  concern c l ie n t  
preference and sa t is fac t ion  with feedback modal i t ies , i t  appears that 
ind iv idual  feedback sessions with counselors who fos te r  high c l ie n t  
pa r t ic ipa t ion  f ind  the greatest favor. Furthermore, there is some 
suggestion of  the importance of cer ta in counselor t r a i t s  and c l ie n t  
charac te r is t ics  which in te rac t  with the tes t  in te rp re ta t ion  approaches. 
Future research investigations in th is  area of  vocational tes t  feedback 
approaches should begin to consider optimal in teract ions of  these 
factors .
Of some concern here is  the extent to which we can meaningful ly 
extrapolate these resul ts  from the vocational tes t  l i t e r a tu r e  to our 
understanding of  factors inf luencing the communication of  personal i ty  
tes t  feedback. Cer ta in ly ,  i t  would appear that dif ferences ex is t  in 
the meaning with which an indiv idual  imbues the two types of s e l f ­
information. I t  also makes sense to suggest that the manner of con­
veying personal i ty  tes t  information to the rec ip ien t  may be even more 
in f lu e n t ia l  than i t  lias been shown to be in the vocational context.
Yet, in part because o f  the professional t ra d i t io n  among c l in ic ians  that 
has discouraged the disclosure of  assessment resu l ts ,  there has not yet  
been any pressing reason fo r  the empirical invest iga t ion  of  d i f fe re n t  
procedures fo r  presenting diagnostic tes t  feedback.
More c l in ic ian s  are now advocating open assessment procedures and 
describing th e i r  own approaches. As such, i t  becomes worthwhile t o '
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s c ie n t i f i c a l l y  study a l te rna t ive  modes of  communicating psycho 1ogical 
assessment resu l ts .  Several o f  these c l in ic ian s  (Baker, 1964; Dana,
1981; Erdberg, 1981; Fischer, 1979, 1981; Mosak & Gushurst, 1972;
Richman, 1967) raise some empirical Questions which could be adequately 
tested to provide important understanding fo r  the assessment context.
The vocational tes t  in te rp re ta t ion  l i t e ra tu r e  provides an important 
source o f  hypothesis generation and methodological d i rec t ion .  At th is  
t ime, actual research f indings are o f  less u t i l i t y .  However, some 
d i rec t ion  may be offered by the fa lse feedback l i t e r a tu r e  in personal i ty  
assessment which has contr ibuted some relevant knowledge about several 
factors operating in the tes t  feedback s i tua t ion .  The l i t e ra tu r e  review 
w i l l  now turn to th is  body o f  research.
False Feedback Studies
The major i ty  o f  research investigations using a fa lse feedback para­
digm f a l l s  under the rubr ic  of  what has been labeled "the acceptance 
phenomenon" (Layne, 1979). This refers to the consis tent ly  demonstrated 
tendency fo r  rec ip ients o f  bogus personal i ty  tes t  feedback to accept i t  
as accurately- se l f -desc r ip t ive  when they bel ieve the in te rp re ta t ions  are 
derived from an assessment device. A good share of  these experiments 
have used "Barnum personal i ty  statements" (Meehl, 1956). These are vague, 
general ized statements that  have a high base rate of  occurrence in the 
populat ion. Forer (1949) suggested tha t  such "un iversa l ly  va l id "  s ta te ­
ments are essen t ia l ly  descript ions of  a cu l tu ra l  group. Among the bogus 
Barnum statements lie included in his research were "You have a great
need fo r  other people to l i k e  and admire you" and "Some of  your 
aspirat ions tend to be p re t ty  u n re a l is t i c . "
The typ ica l  methodology used in these studies fol lows four basic 
steps: (1) subjects complete a personal i ty  te s t ;  (2) they wait u n t i l
u n t i l  the tes t  is  ostensib ly  scored; (3) subjects then receive the 
w r i t ten  bogus feedback supposedly based on t h e i r  tes t  re su l ts ,  and (4) 
they respond to a questionnaire about t h e i r  acceptance of the tes t  
in te rp re ta t ion  (Snyder, Shenkel & Lowery, 1977).
The proto typ ical  study by Forer (1949) is  undoubtedly the most 
frequent ly  c i ted in the l i t e r a tu r e .  In a classroom format, he re­
required his students to take a personal i ty  tes t  and la te r  provided 
them with ident ica l  bogus in te rp re ta t ion  sketches while informing 
them they would receive ind iv idua l ized  resu l ts .  Forer found that  his 
students rated most of the th i r teen  statements as exceedingly accurate 
descr ip t ions•of  themselves and also gave s im i la r ly  high rat ings to the 
te s t ' s  capacity to reveal t h e i r  personal i ty .
Forer 's primary concern was with the tendency fo r  c l in ic ian s  to 
o f fe r  excessively general in te rpre ta t ions  of  c l ie n ts '  behavior and then 
use the c l i e n t ' s  confirmation to val idate  his tests and in te rp re t ive  
s k i l l s .  Forer used the term "personal va l ida t ion"  to re fer  to th is  
mistaken assumption that a c l ie n t  can ob jec t ive ly  evaluate in te rp re t ive  
feedback. He warned that when a c l i n i c ia n 's  inferences are "un iversa l ly  
va l id " ,  a c l i e n t ' s  response such as "yes, that  r e a l l y  f i t s  me" cannot 
t r u l y  r e f l e c t  on the c l i n i c ia n 's  in te rp re t ive  acumen. His study was 
the f i r s t  among over fo r ty  others during the next three decades to ex­
plore the general ly u n c r i t i ca l  acceptance of  personal i ty  test feedback.
19
The primary focus o f most o f th is  research lias been an inves tiga tion  of 
various s itua tiona l factors thought to influence people's re c e p t iv i ty  
to th e i r  te s t  feedback. Less emphasis lias been given to the considera­
t ion  o f  ind iv idua l d ifferences con tr ibu ting  to feedback acceptance.
Person Variables
One o f  the early  d irec tions taken- in the "acceptance phenomenon" 
research was a search fo r  persona lity  cha rac te r is t ics  of the " g u l l ib le  
person" (Snyder, Shenkel & Lowery, 1977); that i s ,  certa in  people are 
assumed to be more eas ily  "deceived, cheated, or duped" (Webster, 1971). 
Furthermore, a set o f pe rsona lity  cha rac te r is t ics  inhering in the 
ind iv idua l is assumed to be responsible fo r  the g u l l i b i l i t y .  Several 
o f the early  studies tha t rep lica ted  Forer's study w ith samples o f 
college students (La tta l & L a t ta l , 1967; Mosher, 1965; U lr ich ,  Stachnik 
& Stainton, 1963), personnel managers (Stagner, 1958), and psych ia tr ic  
residents (Bachrach & P a t t is h a l l ,  I960) sought to explain the acceptance 
phenomenon in th is  way.
La tta l & La tta l (1967) conjectured that the b l in d  enthusiasm of 
young psychology students awed by the mystery o f persona lity  tests 
explains why they are so eas ily  gu lled. Their re p l ica t io n  of the Forer 
study included a condition in which h a lf  o f th e i r  subjects received a 
15 minute lecture depreciating the worth o f p ro jec t ive  drawing tests 
which the subjects were la te r  administered. S t i l l ,  these investigators  
reported tha t the number o f "good" and "exce llen t" ra tings of subjects ' 
bogus personality  in te rp re ta t io ns  fa r  exceeded chance. Moreover, the 
subjects in the tes t depreciation condition were no more c r i t i c a l  o f
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t h e i r  resu lts  than those who did not hear the lec tu re . That such a 
fa c to r  as c l ie n t  sophist,ication might y ie ld  differences in acceptance 
of feedback had received some e a r l ie r  support in a study by Bachrach 
and P a tt i shall (1960). These authors found th a t th e i r  psych ia tr ic  
residents, who unfortunate ly only numbered nine, were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
less accepting o f the bogus feedback than were undergraduate students. 
Because o f  the small sample size o f res idents, however, th is  re su lt  
must be viewed as only suggestive.
Contrary to th is  pattern o f  re su lts ,  however, is the fac t that 
ne ither Forer (1949) nor Stagner (1958) found any differences in age 
or occupational background re la ted to the degree o f  feedback accep­
tance. Stagner noted that his college student subjects, in d u s tr ia l  
supervisors and personnel managers were comparably receptive o f th e i r  
fa lse  feedback in te rp re ta t io n s .
S urp ris ing ly  few studies o f the "acceptance phenomenon' have in ­
cluded persona lity  tests to investiga te  ind iv idua l differences which 
might re la te  to feedback responsiveness. Since the experimental para­
digm requires subjects to proceeo through some kind of assessment 
process, there is  a p lausib le ra tiona le  embedded in the design o f the 
study. The use o f  ob jective personality  inventories to explore po­
t e n t ia l l y  important personality  corre lates has been l im ited  to a 
handful o f studies.
Sundberg (1955), fo r  instance, asked subjects to d iscrim inate 
between bona f ide  MMPI persona lity  descriptions w rit ten  by c l in ic a l  
psychologists and fake, stereotyped descriptions s im ila r  to those used 
by Forer (1949). Sundberg found tha t those subjects who selected the
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bogus description over th e i r  own MMPI in te rp re ta t io n  scored s i g n i f i ­
can tly  higher on the Ma scale. However, in  l ig h t  o f the ten d i f fe re n t  
MMPI scales involved, chance find ings would be l i k e ly .  Even were th is  
re la t ionsh ip  rep lica ted , i t  would be d i f f i c u l t  to in te rp re t .
Carr ie r (1963) found that students' acceptance o f a bogus tes t 
in te rp re ta t io n  was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  correlated w ith several scales on the 
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. Among male subjects, acceptance 
was re lated to achievement, deference and in trccep tion  whereas fo r  the 
female subjects, " g u l l i b i l i t y "  was re la ted to abasement and in trocep- 
t ion  and negatively corre lated w ith the endurance scale scores. This 
author encouraged researchers to consider " g u l l i b i l i t y "  in th is  class 
context as need motivated behavior and■advocated fu r th e r  research in to  
the ro le o f ind iv idua l differences.. There lias not been any follow-up 
work with th is  instrument e ith e r  by Carr ie r or other investiga to rs .
Rotter 's  In terna l-Externa l Locus of Control Scale has been us'ed 
on a few occasions (Snyder & Larson, 1972; Snyder, 1974; Snyder & 
Shenkel, 1976) and found to corre la te  p o s it iv e ly  w ith greater accep­
tance o f pe rsona lity  feedback. Snyder and Shenkel (1976) found that 
subjects high on external locus of control also reported greater fa i th  
in psychological tests and in the s k i l l  o f  the in te rp re te r .  These 
resu lts  ind icate tha t ind iv idua ls  who view th e i r  behavior as less in 
th e i r  own control may be more prone to accept personality  in te rp re ta ­
tions o f others and extend th is  pos it ive  evaluation in a "halo e f fe c t"  
manner. In a study by Snyder and C la ir  (1977) the same "halo e f fe c t"  
response was observed in those subjects who rated high on t h e - t r a i t  of 
insecu r ity  as measured by Maslow's Security-Tnsecurity Inventory.
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One other pe rsona lity  variab le  found to influence acceptance of 
personality  feedback is  self-esteem (Glenn & Janda, 1977). These 
authors u t i l iz e d  a s e lf - id e a l discrepancy measure based on the Leary 
Interpersonal Check L is t .  Silverman (1964) had e a r l ie r  noted that 
high self-esteem ind iv idua ls  tend to be more responsive to se lf -e n ­
hancing s t im u li than to  s t im u li tha t devaluates them, whereas an 
opposite pattern is  descrip tive  o f low self-esteem ind iv id ua ls .
Glenn & Janda rep lica ted th is  pattern o f re su lts ,  reporting an in te r ­
action between content fa v o ra b i l i t y  and s e l f - id e a l discrepancy.
High discrepancy subjects (low self-esteem) were more accepting of 
unfavorable feedback and also re jected more favorable in te rp re ta t io ns  
than low or moderate discrepancy subjects.
The need fo r  social approval, measured by the Marlowe-Crowne 
Social D e s ira b i l i ty  Scale, has also received some experimental a t­
tention. (Mosher, 1965; Snyder & Larson, 1972). Mosher offered a 
unique va r ia t ion  o f the typ ica l fa lse  feedback design which h igh lighted 
the social- approval demands in the c l in ic ia n - c l ie n t  re la t ionsh ip . He 
required subjects who had taken the Draw-A-Person te s t  to rate o ra l ly  the 
descrip tive  accuracy of the in te rp re ta t io ns  of the purported psychologist 
who boasted a special in te rp re t iv e  approach. Mosher found tha t high 
scoring MCSD subjects were more accepting o f the favorable tes t in te rp re ­
ta t ions  but s ig n i f ic a n t ly  less l i k e ly  to accept unfavorable feedback than 
were the low scorers. Mosher suggested tha t the psycholog ist's  approval 
seemed to matter less to high scorers than th e i r  own needs fo r  s e l f ­
approval. He also in terpreted these find ings as re f le c t in g  the high 
scorers' need to protect th e i r  self-esteem by re jec t ing  the unfavorable
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in te rp re ta t io n s . In the Snyder and Larson study (1972), high scores on 
the Social D e s ira b i l i ty  Scale correlated p o s i t iv e ly ,  but not s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  
w ith  acceptance o f the bogus in te rp re ta t io n  sketch.
Another ind iv idua l d iffe rence variable re la ted to acceptance of 
feedback concerns whether an ind iv idua l has a high or a low desire fo r  
feedback about himself. In recent research (Snyder,. Ingram, Handelsman, 
Wells & Huwieler, 1981) a f a i r l y  complex re la t ionsh ip  was observed which 
involved a person's desire fo r  feedback, the fa v o ra b i l i t y  o f the content 
and whether i t  was accepted. Ind iv idua ls  w ith a low desire to receive 
information about themselves appear to be less accepting o f pos it ive  and 
negative feedback than those desirous o f se lf - in fo rm a tio n . Moreover, 
those h ighly desirous are more accepting o f po s it ive  than negative feed­
back, whereas no differences were evident fo r  those low in desire fo r  
feedback. This may be a f r u i t f u l  persona lity  variab le  in th is  research 
area but presently there is no psychometrically va l id  scale to measure 
the construct. In th e i r  investiga tions to date, these researchers have 
re l ie d  upon a one-item, 9-po in t L ik e r t  question.
The sex of the re c ip ie n t o f personality  feedback has been one of the 
more commonly researched ind iv idua l d ifference variab les. P a r t ic u la r ly  
with respect to the t r a i t  o f  g u l l i b i l i t y ,  women have tended to receive 
th is  descrip tor as a parcel o f the stereotype which also characterizes 
them as less log ica l and more eas ily  duped then the male gender. Although 
much o f the early  l i te ra tu re  in persuasion indicated tha t females were 
more eas ily  persuaded than males (Janis & F ie ld , 1959), changes in sex 
ro le  so c ia liza t ion  may have a lte red th is  d iffe rence. In general, the 
resu lts  in the feedback l i te ra tu r e  have suggested tha t females are no more
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accepting o f bogus feedback than are males (Forer, 1949; Halperin, Snyder, 
Shenkel & Houston, 1976; Snyder, Larsen & Bloom, 1976; Snyder & Shenkel, 
1976). Sex differences have also fa i le d  to manifest in the studies in ­
volving subjects ' capacity to d iscrim inate between genuine and fa lse  tes t 
re su lts .  Males have demonstrated no be tte r a b i l i t y  than females to d is ­
crim inate between genuine and fa lse  feedback derived from the MMPI 
(Schroeder & Lesyk, 1976; Sundberg, 1955) or the Personality Research 
Form (Dies, 1974).
This pattern of re s u lts ,  however, does not seem to hold when the 
dependent measures go beyond simple se lf-reported  acceptance of tes t 
feedback. For example, Snyder and Cowles (1979) found males and females 
to d i f f e r  in th e i r  desire fo r  fu r th e r  feedback depending on whether the 
feedback was pos it ive  or negative. Females exhibited a s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
greater desire fo r  additiona l feedback when i t  was pos it ive  than when 
the feedback was negative.
The dearth o f  research in to  ind iv idua l differences in fluencing 
responsiveness to te s t feedback is unfortunate. Perhaps the Z e itge is t 
o f  psychological research during, the la s t  decade influenced th is  neglect 
by i t s  excessive emphasis upon the s itu a t io n a l determinants o f behavior. 
Also, the fa lse  feedback experimental paradigm lias been so well suited 
to the manipulation o f s i tu a t io n a l variables tha t persona lity  factors 
have been overshadowed. What is needed in th is  research is  investiga­
t io n  of the contr ibu tions o f the m u lt ip le  factors inhering in both "the 
person" and "the s i tu a t io n "  which in te ra c t  to influence an in d iv id u a l 's  
responsiveness to personality  tes t feedback.
Acceptance phenomenon research has progressed well beyond the
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search fo r  the " g u l l ib le  pe rsona lity " . Not only was th is  focus reduc­
t iv e ,  but conceptually misguided as well (Snyder, Ingram and Newburg, 
1981). Given tha t Barnum statements have a high base-rate occurrence 
in  the general population, i t  makes more sense to a t t r ib u te  ra t io n a l i t y  
than g u l l i b i l i t y  to those ind iv idua ls  who accept the statements as s e l f -  
descrip tive  (Layne, 1979). Snyder and Shenkel (1976) used s ta t is t ic a l  
control o f the base-rate accuracy o f th e i r  Barnum statements and found 
th is  to s ig n i f ic a n t ly  influence how accurate a statement was judged to 
be fo r  the subject.
I t  is  also apparent from those studies examining subjects ' capacity 
to personally va lida te  th e i r  te s t  resu lts  tha t g u l l i b i l i t y  is not an 
accurate descrip to r. Greene (1977) demonstrated tha t college students 
can id e n t i fy  generalized in te rp re ta t io ns  when asked to make the judgment. 
That i s ,  students rated the bogus personality  statements as accurate 
descriptors but, also rea lized tha t the feedback could equally describe 
th e i r  classmates. Schroeder and Lesyk (1976) also found that students 
were able to d iscrim inate between genuine and Barnum statements and 
could recognize differences in th e i r  in formational value and usefulness.
A la te r  study by Greene, Harris and Macon (1979) reported the results  
o f two experiments in which subjects were able to re l ia b ly  d is tingu ish  
between th e i r  own C a lifo rn ia  Psychological Inventory p ro f i le  and an in ­
verted p r o f i le  (Experiment 1) and make the same d iscrim ination  w ith the 
D if fe re n t ia l  Aptitudes Test (Experiment 2). Furthermore, in l ig h t  o f 
past studies in which subjects selected Barnum personality  sketch.es as 
more descrip tive  o f themselves than actual MMPI derived descrip tions, i t  
is  understandable tha t a high base-rate general descrip tion would y ie ld
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greater acceptance than an imperfect, ind iv idua lized  in te rp re ta t io n  more 
susceptible to sp e c if ic  e rro r.
Although there is a s ig n i f ic a n t  ra tiona l component involved in sub­
je c ts '  acceptance of personality  tes t feedback, there is also cpnsiderable 
v a r ia b i l i t y  between subjects. Moreover, an in d iv id u a l 's  own predisposi­
t io n  to accept feedback may depend on the s itu a t io n a l context in which 
the person f inds himself. Snyder, Ingram and Newburg (1981) suggested 
the term "s i tu a t io n a l p e rs u a s ib i l i ty "  to emphasize the prominent influence 
of s itu a t io n a l factors in  promoting people's responsiveness to te s t 
derived feedback. Tin's concept stresses the fa c t tha t certa in  s itua t iona l 
factors operating in  the helping re la t ionsh ip  e l i c i t  higher rates o f re­
c e p t iv i ty  to feedback. The l i te ra tu r e  review w i l l  now turn to considera­
t io n  o f some of the s itu a t io n a l variables which have been found to be 
impactful in  enhancing feedback responsiveness.
S itua t iona l Variables
Several investiga tions o f s i tu a t io n a l influence have examined the 
ro le o f  the re c ip ie n t 's  b e l ie f  tha t the te s t in te rp re ta t io n  was derived 
fo r  him, personally, as opposed to "people in general" (C o l l in s , Dmitruk 
& Ranney, 1974; Hinrichson & Bradley, 1974; Layne, 1978; Snyder, 1974; 
Snyder & Larson, 1972; Snyder, Larsen & Bloom, 1976). As one would ex­
pect, the resu lts  o f these studies concur tha t acceptance is greater 
when subjects believe the feedback in te rp re ta t ions  were in d iv id u a l ly  
formulated. I t  appears tha t subjects ' re c e p t iv i ty  to h igh ly personalized 
information about themselves also extends to as tro log ica l in te rp re ta t ions  
(Snyder, 1974). Astro log ica l feedback was accepted more read ily  when
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subjects believed that th e i r  resu lts  were based on the year, month and 
day o f th e i r  b i r th  ra ther than upon the year and month only or being 
"generally true of people".
Snyder and Shenkel (1976) also examined th is .aspect o f relevance 
along with the e ffec ts  o f in te rp re ta t io n  fa v o ra b i l i t y  and the feedback 
modality (oral or w r i t te n ) .  Whereas no s ign if icance was accorded to 
modality, subjects viewed th e i r  own favorable in te rp re ta t io ns  as ac­
curate ly  descrip tive o f themselves and less true o f "people in general". 
Moreover, those subjects who received unfavorable in te rp re ta t ions  did 
not rate them as less true o f "people in general" than o f  themselves.
Thus, while i t  appears tha t people desire uniqueness (Fromkin, 1970), 
th is  research suggests that there are q u a l i f ic a t io n s .  Positive unique­
ness may well be desired but when negative cha rac te r is t ics  are a tt r ib u te d  
to oneself, an ind iv idua l may pre fe r to perceive himself as more s im i la r  
to others.
Another s i tu a t io n a l variable which has received considerable study 
has been the source o f the te s t  feedback, both with respect to var ia tions 
o f the assessment devices and cha rac te r is t ics  o f the ind iv idua l assessors. 
Subjects have exhib ited high rates o f feedback acceptance in independent 
studies employing a va r ie ty  o f personality  measures. Cross-validation 
o f th is  pattern o f resu lts  lias been demonstrated with various ob jective 
persona lity  inventories (Bachrach, 1960; Forer, 1949; Layne, 1979), 
p ro jec t ive  tests such as the House-Tree-Person (La tta l & L a t ta l ,  1967) 
and Rorschach cards (Snyder & Shenkel, 1976), as well as graphological 
and astro log ica l procedures (Snyder, Larsen & Bloom, 1974). In
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con tro lled  experimental designs in which the type o f assessment device 
was manipulated to assess d i f fe re n t ia l  acceptance of feedback, the f in d ­
ings have been equivocal. Some o f the e a r l ie r  studies suggested tha t 
p ro jec t ive  instruments y ie ld .h ig h e r  rates o f acceptance (Richards and 
Merrens, 1971; Snyder, 1974), whereas la te r  investiga tions found them 
to be no more impactful than ob jective tests (Hinrichson & Bradley, 1974; 
Weinberger & Bradley, 1980), nor even graphological or as tro log ica l as­
sessment procedures (Snyder, Larsen & Bloom, 1976). What ins ign if icance  
students place upon the face v a l id i t y  o f  a tes t instrument was revealed 
in  a study by C o ll in s ,  Dmitruk and Ranney (1977). They reported th e i r  
subjects to be equally accepting o f te s t  feedback which they believed 
was derived from A rt Buchwald's s a t i r ic a l  North Dakota Null Hypothesis 
Brain Inventory (e .g . ,  " I  sa l iva te  at the s igh t o f m ittens", " I  think 
beavers work too hard") as from the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale.
These authors suggested tha t the general tes t- tak in g  atmosphere in an 
experimental context may have overshadowed the e f fe c t  o f the tes t con­
ten t.
The prestige o f the te s t  in te rp re te r  has also been subject to several 
inves tiga tions . The find ings have varied somewhat, depending upon the 
design complexity o f  the studies and the independent variables included 
w ith the prestige fac to r.  The great m ajority  of studies have indicated 
tha t acceptance of persona lity  feedback is no greater when subjects be­
lieve  th e i r  in te rp re ta t io ns  were provided by psychologists compared with 
fe llow  undergraduate students (Dmitruk, Co llins & C linger, 1973; U lr ich , 
Stachnik & Stainton, 1963), an astrologer. (Rosen, 1975), or computers 
(Snyder & Larson, 1972). This f ind ing  was also obtained when in te rp re te r
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status was manipulated by varying the se tt ing  to maximize the in te rp re ­
te r 's  prestige (Snyder & Larson, 1972). These studies received some 
c r i t ic is m  from Bradley and Bradley (1977) fo r  f a i l in g  to include any 
manipulation checks o f how the prestige o f the in te rp re te r  was perceived 
by the subjects (Dmitruk, Co llins & C linger, 1973; U lr ich ,  Stachnik & 
Sta inton, 1963). Two o f the studies were also c r i t ic iz e d  fo r  tes te r by 
subject confounding (Snyder & Larson, 1972; U lr ic h ,  Stachnik & Stainton,
1963) making the resu lts  less in te rp re tab le . Bradley and Bradley 
corrected fo r  both o f these fa u lts  and s t i l l  found subject acceptance of 
the personality  feedback to be equally high w ith high and low prestige 
i  n terpreters.
The status o f  the person providing the feedback has emerged as an 
in f lu e n t ia l  fac to r in three studies, a l l  o f  which considered the 
fa v o ra b i l i t y  o f the feedback provided to the subject (Binderman, Fretz, 
Scott & Abrams, 1972; Hal perin , Snyder, Shenkel'& Houston, 1976;
Snyder and Newburg, 1981). Binderman et a l . provided th e i r  subjects 
w ith bogus te s t  resu lts  e ith e r  pos it ive  or negatively discrepant 
w ith th e i r  se lf- re p o rts  on important personality  t r a i t s .  These authors 
found tha t subjects exhibited s ig n i f ic a n t ly  greater s e l f - re p o r t  changes 
when the feedback was provided by a PhD psychologist rather than by a 
counseling practicum student. This status fac to r was found to be 
important fo r  subjects receiving pos it ive  and negative feedback that 
was h ighly discrepant with th e ir  s e l f - re p o r t .
Halperin et a l .  (1976) also found in te rpe te r prestige to be im­
portant when the fa v o ra b i l i t y  o f the feedback was considered. I t  
appears tha t pos it ive  feedback y ie lds  high rates o f acceptance
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i r respec t ive  o f  whether a high status (PhD psychologist-mental health
d ire c to r )  or a low status (undergraduate mental health technic ian)
person provides i t .  Yet, th e i r  resu lts  show tha t when negative te s t
feedback is  provided to the subjects, the high status in te rp re te r
e l ic i te d  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  higher leve ls o f  acceptance. These find ings
were also obtained in a more recent, c le ve r ly  designed study wherein
subjects received feedback in  a group se tt ing  (Snyder & Newburg,
1981). In th is  in ve s t ig a t io n , the feedback from the psychologist
group leader had a greater impact on subjects than i t  did when a
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fe l low  group member provided i t .  The leader whom subjects believed 
was a psychologist e l ic i te d  greater perceived accuracy o f subjects ' 
negative, feedback, more acceptance o f  both pos it ive  and negative 
feedback, as well as higher reca ll o f  the in te rp re ta t io n s . These 
resu lts  are consistent w ith the find ings on communication persuasi- 
b i l i t y  and a t t i tu d e  change obtained in the social psychological l i t ­
erature which have stressed the importance o f the status o f the 
message sender (Aronson, Turner & Carl smith, 1963; McGuire, 1969).
More im portantly , these three studies reveal the complexity 
inherent in the interpersonal context o f personality  feedback. One 
cannot separate the nature o f the feedback from who provides i t ,  as 
the in te rac tions  in these studies demonstrate. In the actual c l in ic a l  
assessment s i tu a t io n ,  i t  is  often necessary fo r  the c l in ic ia n  to share 
negative personality  feedback tha t is  discrepant w ith how the c l ie n t  
prefers to view himself. These f ind ings underscore the importance of 
the cha rac te r is t ics  o f  the person who provides the feedback.
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One other major ind iv idua l d iffe rence fa c to r ,  p a r t ic u la r ly  germane 
to the in te res ts  o f th is  research in ve s t iga t io n , is  the sex of the 
assessor. This variab le  has received inadequate empirical a tten tion  
in the personality  feedback l i te ra tu r e  in contrast with the abundance 
o f  studies examining the e f fe c t  o f the rap is t gender on c l ie n ts '  p re fe r­
ence and change in counseling and therapy contexts (Boulware & Holmes, 
1970; Jones and Zoppel, 1982). Only one study undertaken by Freeman 
and Stormes (1977) has been reported on the e f fe c t  o f the assessor's 
gender on responsiveness to  personality  te s t  feedback.
These authors focused th e i r  a tten tion  on subjects' change in 
s e l f - re p o r t  a f te r  receiving bogus psychological te s t  resu lts  tha t were 
discrepant w ith th e i r  own ra tings on several psychological character­
i s t i c s .  Both males and female subjects were included in the study. 
Freeman and Stormes noted tha t both male and female subjects were more 
accepting Of negative feedback when they believed i t  had been provided 
by a psychologist who was o f  th e i r  own sex. Female c l ie n ts  paired 
w ith a male psychologist exhibited the least change in s e l f - re p o r t .
The authors conclude that women may be more res is tan t to consider un­
favorable information about themselves from men now tha t they value 
themselves more h igh ly  as women. The im plica tion  they draw from the 
study's f ind ings re la tes to the need to match c l ie n ts  in treatment 
with same sexed c l in ic ia n s .  Owing to the paucity o f research in th is  
realm o f responsiveness to feedback, there is  a c lear need fo r  fu r th e r  
research to investiga te  the impact o f gender in in te rac tion  with other 
important factors  in  the assessment context.
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The s itu a t io n a l fa c to r  o f feedback fa v o ra b i l i t y  has already 
been alluded to in several o f  the studies reviewed thus fa r .  I t  is  
not surpris ing  tha t the most cons is tently  demonstrated f ind ing  in 
the "acceptance phenomenon" l i te ra tu re  is tha t subjects rate favorable 
feedback as more s e lf -d e s c r ip t iv e  than unfavorable feedback. Thorne 
(1961) re ferred to th is  phenomenon as the "PoTlyanna e f fe c t"  p r io r  to 
i t s  empirical demonstration in th is  l i te ra tu re .  Yet,  as often as 
th is  f ind ing  was obtained in early  studies (C o l l in s , Dmitruk & Clinger, 
1977; Mosher, 1965; O 'D e ll,  1972; Sundberg, 1955; Weisberg, 1970), 
a study by Snyder and Shenkel (1976) challenged the usual in te rp re ta ­
t ion  o f the re su lts .  These authors commented on the fa i lu re  o f the 
previous presearch to consider the high base rates o f  the general 
personality  statements. That is ,  while d i f fe re n t ia l  acceptance was 
linked to the fa v o ra b i l i t y  o f the content, i t  may well have resulted 
from the statements being perceived as more accurate representations 
o f peoples' pe rson a li t ies . Thus, a change in  the in te rp re ta t io n  
fa v o ra b i l i t y  o f a statement may mean a change in i t s  re la t iv e  base 
rate tru th fu lness .
This hypothesis was examined in Snyder and Shenkel's study in 
which they required subjects to  rate not only how accurate th e ir  feed­
back (pos it ive  or negative) described them personally but also how i t  
described "people in general". In th is  way they could s t a t is t i c a l l y  
control fo r  the degree o f  perceived tru th fu lness  o f the sketch as i t  
re la ted to fa v o ra b i l i t y .  Once again, subjects were found to be more 
accepting of pos it ive  than negative feedback but th is  main e f fe c t  was 
eliminated once adjustments were made acco.unting fo r  base-rate accuracy.
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Snyder and Shenkel caution tha t what is  required is  fo r  the statements 
to be i n i t i a l l y  equated fo r  degree o f  tru th fu lness to diminish the r isk  
o f erroneous inferences on the fa v o ra b i l i t y  dimension.
A major l im i ta t io n  to the c l in ic a l  s ign if icance o f  "acceptance 
phenomenon" research was i t s  longstanding re liance upon s ing le s e l f -  
report measures o f  accuracy or acceptance o f the in te rp re ta t io n s . The 
great m a jo rity  o f  studies ty p ic a l ly  required subjects to rate the 
accuracy of an in te rp re t iv e  personality  sketch on a L ik e r t  type scale 
immediately a f te r  they were presented the feedback. Yet, in a genuine 
c l in ic a l  se t t in g ,  c l in ic ia n s  who provide tes t in te rpe ta tions  to th e ir  
c l ie n ts  are in terested in fa r  more than whether th e i r  c l ie n ts  perceive 
the feedback to be descrip tive  o f  them. Pursuant to th is  shortcoming 
and impediment to the g e n e ra l iz a b i l i ty  o f  th e i r  f ind ings , Snyder and 
cohorts (Handelsman & Snyder, 1981; Snyder & Cowles, 1979; Snyder & 
Newburg, 1981) began to incorporate more re levant dependent variables 
in th e ir  studies to gain a broader understanding o f  the impact o f the 
various s itu a t io n a l factors on feedback responsiveness.
Snyder and Cowles (1979) examined favorable and unfavorable feed­
back from persona lity  and in te l l ig e n ce  tes ts : They included three
measures re la ted to the subjects ' response to th e ir  feedback, these 
included the commonly used s e l f - re p o r t  ra tings o f  acceptance but also 
subjects ' reca ll o f  th e i r  feedback and a measure o f  desire fo r  fu r the r 
feedback. The use o f  m u lt ip le  dependent measures proved worthwhile. 
Although se lf- reported  acceptance fo r  both types o f  te s t  feedback was 
high, the personality  feedback was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more desired and
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be tte r recalled than the in te l l ig e n ce  te s t  feedback.
Handelsman and Snyder (1981) employed the same dependent measures 
and expanded on the acceptance measure by including an absolute measure 
o f  acceptance. The authors emphasized the need to d is t ingu ish  between 
subjects ' perception o f an in te rp re ta t io n  being accurate but perhaps 
s t i l l  unacceptable. A ra t ing  of 4 or 5 on a 9-poin t L ike r t  scale may 
or may not r e f le c t  feedback acceptance. An add itiona l methodological 
refinement made in th is  study was i t s  use o f unobtrusive measures o f 
feedback impact. A f te r  subjects received information purportedly de­
rived from an in kb lo t  te s t  about th e i r  assertiveness, they completed 
the questionnaire containing the dependent measures. Shortly there­
a f te r  in another study fo r  which they had e a r l ie r  volunteered, subjects 
were required to rate themselves on 25 persona lity  dimensions as to 
how they f e l t  others perceive them. Five o f these items involved the 
assertiveness feedback they had received in the preceding experiment. 
Thus, the inve s t iga to rs ' in te n t was to examine the impact of the feed­
back in a context removed from the o r ig in a l tes t ing  s i tu a t io n .
Even more d i r e c t ly  germane to  the in te re s t  o f the present research 
inves tiga tion  is  the "se lf-d isc lo su re "  manipulation designed by these 
authors. Subjects were e ith e r  to ld  once they f in ished th e i r  te s t tha t 
they had been se l f -d is c lo s iv e  or they received no such information.
They were then presented w ith e ith e r  pos it ive  or negative te s t feedback 
re lated to th e i r  assertiveness.
The resu lts  o f th is  study indicated tha t subjects who were to ld  
they had se lf-d isc losed and who received negative feedback recalled 
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more of th e i r  in te rp re ta t io ns  than subjects who received
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pos it ive  feedback. Although negative in te rp re ta t io ns  were rated as 
less accurate and were less accepted than pos it ive  in te rp re ta t io n s , 
they were equally well reca lled and even more so when the s e l f - d is ­
closure prompt was provided. On the independent s e l f - re p o r t  measure, 
subjects who received the se lf-d isc losu re  manipulation and who also 
received pos it ive  feedback made more favorable self-statements than 
the subjects who had e a r l ie r  received negative feedback. Thus, th e ir  
perception tha t they had been perceived as se lf-d isc lo s in g  lead to 
greater impact in a s i tu a t io n  outside o f the o r ig in a l feedback se tt in g . 
Handelsman and Snyder also stress tha t the pattern o f resu lts  in the 
study underscores the need fo r  multimodal measures o f responsiveness to 
feedback.
Petty and Brock (1979) demonstrated tha t te s t  feedback can in ­
fluence subsequent cognitve behavior p r io r  to the above-mentioned 
study. Their subjects completed a bogus persona lity  inventory a f te r  
which they received feedback re lated to the a t t r ib u te  o f  being open- 
minded or close-minded. Later, in a supposedly unrelated experiment, 
subjects were asked to respond to an a t t i tu d e  survey concerned with 
campus issues. The authors found tha t the subjects in the "open- 
minded" condition produced more balanced responses than did e ith e r  the 
"close-minded" subjects or a control group tha t received no suggestion.
Two additiona l studies examining the po ten tia l fo r  te s t feedback 
to e f fe c t  actual behavioral change have also been reported in the 
l i te r a tu r e ,  both o f which involved enhancement o f  expectations fo r  
treatment. In an analogue study by Bloom and Trautt (1978) subjects 
received information purportedly derived from a te s t battery which
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suggested tha t they could remain calm and relaxed in a s tress fu l experi­
mental s i tu a t io n .  A control group o f  subjects received no suggestion.
On both physiological and s e lf - re p o r t  measures o f arousal, those subjects 
who received the te s t  feedback suggestion were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more calm 
and relaxed than those subjects who did not receive the suggestive inform­
ation . An important methodological improvement fo r  th is  study would have 
.been fo r  an add itiona l control group to have been provided, comprised 
o f subjects who would receive the suggestive information without i t  being 
purportedly based on te s t  re su lts .  I t  remains unclear to what extent 
the apparent impact o f the suggestive information may be a t t r ib u te d  to 
the tes ts .
A more impressive f ind ing  concerning the impact o f te s t feedback 
on behavior change was obtained by Halperin and Snyder (1981) in a study 
using snake phobic college females. Their design included three groups 
o f  subjects: (1) subjects who received a desensitiza tion  treatment and
bogus diagnostic feedback tha t the subject revealed a strong capacity 
to improve through treatment, (2) subjects who received the treatment 
without the feedback, and (3) a waiting l i s t  contro l group.
Manipulation checks revealed tha t the enhanced-personality feedback- 
manipulation resulted in s ig n i f ic a n t ly  higher expectations fo r  change. 
Moreover, the resu lts  ind ica te  tha t the pos it ive  expectancies may have 
played an important f a c i l i t a t i v e  ro le  in actual behavioral change. On 
both the s e l f - re p o r t  measure and the behavioral avoidance te s t ,  the 
enhanced-personality-feedback-with-tr'eatment group displayed s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
more improvement than the other two groups. Halperin and Snyder advise 
a cautious view concerning the im plica tions o f the study. They emphasize
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the need fo r  an additiona l group o f  subjects who would receive e ith e r  
neutral or negative feedback. Therapeutic changes could then be more 
con fiden tly  a tt r ib u te d  to e ith e r  the content o f the feedback or simply 
the subjects ' response to receiv ing diagnostic te s t  feedback. The 
authors also ra ise a concern over the external v a l id i t y  o f  the study.
Their female subjects were only m ild ly  snake fea rfu l and are more l ik e ly
to be susceptible to expectancy e ffec ts  than more severely phobic
ind iv idua ls . Furthermore, they note tha t subjects w ith mild fears have 
been shown to be p a r t ic u la r ly  responsive to experimental demands (Borkovec, 
1973). They also acknowledge tha t the behavioral avoidance te s t  was 
administered to  subjects w ith the experimenter present, thereby increas­
ing the demands fo r  change. In sp ite  o f these methodological problems, 
the study suggests an important po ten tia l therapeutic use to which 
diagnostic te s t feedback may be applied.
Mosak and Gushurst (1974), in th e i r  advocacy o f sharing te s t
resu lts  w ith th e i r  c l ie n ts ,  consider several therapeutic benefits fo r  
the psychotherapy process. The process i t s e l f  o f sharing diagnostic 
te s t  feedback w ith  a c l ie n t  communicates tha t the c l in ic ia n  is  a 
s c ie n t i f i c a l l y  tra ined , h igh ly  conscientious ind iv idua l who gives 
careful consideration to the uniqueness o f  the c l ie n t .  In the early 
stages o f treatment, these authors emphasize how te s t  resu lts  disclosure 
may f a c i l i t a t e  the c l ie n t 's  own desire to reveal himself and mobilize 
his w i l l  to change. These psychologists provide an extensive array o f 
s itua tions  in which psychological te s t  resu lts  may play a s ig n i f ic a n t  
f a c i l i t a t i v e  ro le  throughout the course o f  treatment.
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Although the experimental find ings from the "acceptance phenomenon" 
l i te ra tu re  are by no means unequivocal, taken as a whole they provide an 
emprical basis fo r  the c l in i c a l ,  anecdotal l i te ra tu re  re f le c t in g  th is  
point o f  view toward psychological assessment. This analogue research 
o ffe rs  a wealth o f pe rt inen t f ind ings re levant to the c l in ic a l  assessment 
context.
In general, th is  body o f research indicates tha t the subjects are 
h igh ly acceptant o f  diagnostic te s t  feedback and tha t such acceptance 
generalizes to enhanced confidence in the s k i l l s  o f  the diagnostic ian 
and in the tests as w e ll.  A host o f pe rsona lity  a t t r ib u te s  and s i tu a ­
t ion a l factors have also been shown to play an in f lu e n t ia l  ro le  in 
subjects ' responsiveness to te s t  feedback. Among the s itu a t io n a l factors 
tha t appear to  enhance the acceptance o f feedback are statements tha t are 
(1) general, high base-rate personality  descrip tions, (2) favorably 
worded, (3) framed as s p e c i f ic a l ly  derived fo r  the ind iv idual based on 
his own te s ts ,  (4) in terpreted by a high status c l in ic ia n ,  especia lly  
when the feedback is  unfavorable, and in which case, (5) a same-sexed 
c l in ic ia n  provides the te s t information.
The inves tiga tion  of personality  variables has not been as extensive 
as the focus upon s itu a t io n a l fac to rs . However, there is  some evidence 
to suggest tha t certa in  personality  a t t r ib u te s  such as a high level o f  
in se cu r i ty ,  an external locus o f control and strong needs fo r  social 
approval may re la te  to greater receptiveness to te s t  feedback.
More recently , a few studies have gone beyond the domain o f feedback 
acceptance to explore some p o te n t ia l ly  therapeutic uses fo r  the disclosure 
o f d iagnostic te s t  feedback. This research suggests tha t i t  may well
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influence an ind iv idua l to make cognitive m odif ica tions, enhance his 
in te re s t  in receiving fu r th e r  se lf- in fo rm a tio n  and p o te n t ia l ly  a l te r  
his expectations fo r  change which then may ac tu a lly  f a c i l i t a t e  behavioral 
improvement.
Several w r ite rs  have questioned the extent to which these research 
find ings have contributed to our understanding o f peoples' responsiveness 
to te s t  feedback in an actual c l in ic a l  s i tu a t io n  (Bradley & Bradley, 1980; 
Dana, 1981; Dana & Graham, 1976, Layne, 1979). Richard Dana has been
among the more vocal o f these c r i t i c s .  His primary ob jection is  directed
toward the fa lse  feedback experimental approach fo r  i t s  apparent allegiance 
to methodological c la r i t y  a t the expense o f c l in ic a l  relevance and e th ica l 
re s p o n s ib i l i ty .  The fo llow ing c r i t iq u e  i l lu s t ra te s  his po in t o f view:
"The fa lse feedback l i te ra tu r e  is a red herring .
I t  does not matter in  th is  assessment context
whether or not people accept nonsense about
themselves as t ru th .  We a l l  do i t  . . . .
Research should be concerned w ith our best 
assessment e f fo r ts  ra ther than w ith descrip­
t ions o f  persons tha t no competent, e th ica l 
assessor would ever provide consumers."
An important conceptual problem in Dana's argument re la tes to his 
assertions tha t Barnum feedback is  nonsense experienced as t ru th  and, 
secondly, tha t â competent, e th ic a l ly  bound c l in ic ia n  would not u t i l i z e  
such feedback in his d isclosure o f te s t  resu lts .
The "Barnum e ffe c t"  and "acceptance phenomenon" l i te ra tu r e  indicates 
tha t these vague, generalized statements tend not to be experienced by 
subjects as nonsense, even when subjects are asked to o b je c t ive ly  evalu­
ate th e i r  descrip tive  value fo r  others-. P a r t ic u la r ly  in the context o f
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receiv ing such statements as te s t  feedback, what appears to occur is a 
process o f  personalizing the feedback. The rec ip ien t uses his own exper­
ience to give them meaning and assesses th e i r  accuracy w ith in  th is  personal 
context. Moreover, c l in ic ia n s  cannot help but provide th e i r  c l ie n ts  w ith 
a good share o f  generalized, high base-rate personality  descrip tions. 
Psychological assessment is  not simply a process o f understanding a 
c l ie n t 's  uniqueness but also his s im i la r i t ie s  w ith others. Thus, a 
c l in ic ia n 's  te s t  in te rp re ta t io n  "you tend to be p re tty  c r i t i c a l  o f  your­
s e l f "  is ne ithe r nonsense nor uneth ica l, in sp ite  o f i t s  meeting the 
c r i t e r ia  fo r  "Barnum feedback".
I t  makes more sense to c r i t i c i z e  the fa lse  feedback research on 
methodological grounds such as the paradigm's excessive re liance on using 
college students fo r  subjects (Layne, 1979). The exclusive use o f  college 
students, ra ther than actual c l ie n ts ,  imposes l im i ts  on the confidence 
w ith which the above find ings may be applied to the c l in ic a l  se tt in g . 
Depending on one's assumptions regarding c l ie n t  motivations and re fe r ra l  
reasons behind psychological assessment, arguments could be generated 
hypothesizing stronger or weaker e f fe c ts .  Snyder et a l . (1981) assert 
tha t most o f the find ings would generalize to the c l in ic a l  context but 
recognize the need fo r  experimentation in applied se tt ings .
Two additiona l l im ita t io n s  o f the fa lse  feedback paradigm also 
jeopardize the external v a l id i t y  o f  the f ind ings . The f i r s t  d i f f i c u l t y  
l ie s  in the exclusive re liance upon fa lse  feedback resu lts . Studies are 
needed which examine the e f fe c t  o f genuine te s t  feedback on te s t  re c ip ­
ien ts . Fisher suggested the need fo r  studies in which a subject could 
pose genuine self-concerns and receive honest te s t  feedback re levant to
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sp e c if ic  problems. In e f fe c t ,  her appeal is fo r  assessment involvement 
and outcome studies which would be d i re c t ly  germane to  actual c l in ic a l  
practice  (F ischer, 1981).
In th is  l i g h t ,  the second l im i ta t io n  re la tes to the manner in which 
the te s t resu lts  have been presented to the subjects. Without exception, 
feedback has been imparted in a u n i la te ra l manner, most often in w rit te n  
form w ithout e l i c i t i n g  comment from the re c ip ien t.  This is  fa r  removed 
from what usually occurs in  an actual d iagnostic feedback session. I t  is 
in  th is  regard tha t the vocational counseling research has made some 
con tr ibu tion  toward our understanding o f  the te s t  feedback context. This 
body o f l i te ra tu r e  provides a guide fo r  studies in. psychodiagnostic tes t 
feedback w ith i t s  inves tiga tion  o f d i f fe re n t  modes o f communicating te s t 
resu lts  and use o f  dependent variables re la ted to the c l ie n t 's  subjective 
response to te s t  feedback.
Purpose o f  the Study
The present thesis is undertaken with p a r t ic u la r  a tten tio n  paid to 
some o f the methodological problems plaguing past analogue research in 
th is  area. The primary in te re s t  is an inves tiga tion  o f three s itu a t io n a l 
factors hypothesized to  enhance an in d iv id u a l 's  responsiveness to unfavor­
able personality  te s t  feedback.
The f i r s t  o f these variables addresses the need fo r  closer approxi­
mation o f  what might occur in an actual te s t feedback s i tu a t io n  between 
c l in ic ia n  and c l ie n t .  That is ,  the purported tes t-derived  feedback w i l l  
be shared w ith  the’ subject in what has been ca lled a "co llabo ra tive  
assessment approach" (F ischer, 1979). This approach w i l l  encourage the
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the subject to  contextualize the te s t  information by drawing from her 
own l i f e  experience. This feedback modality fo r  sharing assessment 
resu lts  has been advocated by proponents o f an existential-phenomenological 
o r ie n ta t ion  (Dana, 1981; Fischer, 1979). The inc lusion o f  th is  independent 
variable in the acceptance phenomenon research addresses the concern fo r  
greater external v a l id i t y  and theo re tica l v a l id i t y  (Mahoney, 1978). I t  
is  an exploratory inves tiga tion  and, as such, the study w i l l  employ some 
new s e l f - re p o r t  measures o f  feedback impact as well as some which have 
been used in recent research (Snyder & Cowles, 1979; Snyder & Newburg, 
1981).
The second independent variab le  o f concern involves a manipulation 
o f what might be viewed as a cognitive-emotional set (Snyder, Ingram & 
Newburg, 1981) which may p o te n t ia l ly  enhance an in d iv id u a l 's  responsive­
ness to unfavorable persona lity  feedback. This set involves informing 
the subject tha t her te s t  information ind icates a capacity to acknowledge 
her personality  weaknesses as well as her persona lity  strengths and tha t 
th is  re flects  a character a t t r ib u te  o f  "ego-strength".
The th i r d  fa c to r  o f consideration is the sex o f the assessor. An 
increasing body o f research in psychotherapy outcome l i te ra tu re  has 
investigated the po ten tia l value o f matching c l in ic ia n s  and c l ie n ts  .on 
the basis of gender. (Jones & Zoppel, 1982).. There has been a notable 
lack o f  research in persona lity  and vocational te s t  feedback studies 
examining the impact o f the gender o f  the person providing the feedback. 
Thus, th is  study w i l l  use two male and two females to  communicate the 
bogus te s t  information.
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Three personality  instruments w i l l  also be u t i l iz e d  in th is  study 
in order tha t personality  constructs may be examined in th is  p a r t icu la r  
context. The Rotter In terna l-Externa l Locus o f  Control Scale (Rotter, 
1967), the Marlowe-Crowne Social D e s ira b i l i ty  Scale (Crowne & Marlowe,
1964), and the revised Jan is-F ie ld  Feelings o f  Inadequacy Scale (Eagly, 
1967) w i l l  be used to consider personality  corre la tes o f the sub jects ’ 
responisveness to persona lity  te s t  feedback.
Hypothesis 1
For the co llabora tion  group, i t  is  predicted tha t subjects w i l l  rate 
th e i r  feedback as more s e l f -d e s c r ip t iv e ,  important and useful than those 
subjects in the u n i la te ra l feedback condition. Furthermore, the c o l­
laboration group w i l l  re ca ll  more o f  th e i r  feedback and show greater 
in te re s t in receiving add it iona l personality  feedback by volunteering 
fo r  a subsequent feedback experiment.
Hypothesis 2
I t  is  predicted tha t subjects receiv ing the pos it ive  cogn it ive- 
emotional set w i l l  also f ind  th e i r  feedback to be more s e l f -d e s c r ip t iv e ,  
w i l l  re ca ll  more o f th e i r  feedback and show a greater desire fo r  fu r the r 
personality  feedback than subjects who are not provided w ith th is  set.
Hypothesis 3
I t  is  also predicted tha t subjects receiving both of these experi­
mental manipulation w i l l  f ind  th e i r  pe rsona lity  feedback to be most
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impactful as indicated by th e i r  response to a l l  e igh t dependent measures. 
Moreover, those subjects in ne ither o f  the experimental conditions w i l l  
show the least responsiveness.
Hypothesis 4
Low scores on the Jan is -F ie ld  Feelings o f Inadequacy Scale, the 
Marlowe-Crowne Social D e s ira b i l i ty  Scale and higher scores on the Rotter 
In terna l-Externa l Locus o f Control Scale are predicted to re la te  posi­
t i v e ly  to  greater se lf- reported  acceptance, importance and usefulness 
o f the personality  feedback.
Hypothesis 5
In l in e  w ith past research f ind ings in the feedback acceptance 
l i te ra tu r e  regarding gender o f the c l ie n t  and c l in ic ia n  (Freeman & 
Stormes, 1977), i t  is  hypothesized tha t female c l ie n ts  w i l l  be more 
responsive to th e i r  feedback when i t  is  provided by a same sexed person.
CHAPTER I I I
METHODS
Subjects
Partic ipants  in  th is  experiment were 64 undergraduate females 
recru ited from Introductory Psychology classes at the U n ivers ity  of 
Montana. Subjects volunteered to complete a ba ttery  o f personality  tests 
w ith the expectation o f attending an ind iv idua l feedback session w ith in  a 
few days fo llow ing  th e i r  te s t in g .  Subjects received c re d it  toward th e ir  
course requirement fo r  th e i r  involvement in the study. The subjects were 
randomly assigned in equal numbers to the experimental conditions.
Des i gn
A 2 X 2 X 2 fa c to r ia l  design was employed in which the between- 
subject variables were (a) whether or not a subject received a pos it ive  
cognitive-emotional set regarding her "ego strength" p r io r  to receiving 
her te s t  feedback, (b) whether the sub ject's  feedback was provided in a 
co llabora tive  or a u n i la te ra l mode, and (c) whether the sub ject's  
assessor was male or female (see Figure 1).
Materials
1) Personality In te rp re ta t ions  (see Appendix 1). A ll  subjects 
received a common, handwritten personality  descrip tion w ith 16 Barnum- 
type statements. Twelve o f the statements were unfavorably worded and 
4 were worded favorably. These statements were -selected on the basis
Figure 1: Experimental Design
Assessor
Gender
Ego Strength 
Set
Collaborative Mode 
No Set
Ego Strength 
Set
U n ila te ra l Mode
No Set
M ale
Fem ale
CT»
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o f p i lo t  work done in  a previous quarter in order to e m p ir ica l ly  derive 
the favorable and unfavorable statements with a comparable sample o f 
students. Th ir ty -tw o female subjects were asked to respond to 67 s ta te ­
ments tha t described persona lity  c h a ra c te r is t ic s . Subjects were asked 
to  read each item as i f  i t  were applied to them and rate how favorably 
or unfavorably they perceived each statement. They were then asked, to 
ind ica te  whether or not each statement was s e l f -d e s c r ip t iv e .  (The p i lo t  
questionnaire is included in  Appendix 2 .)  Table 1 presents descrip tive  
s ta t is t ic s  on the 16 persona lity  statements selected fo r  the study. 
Although the in te n t o f the experiment was to focus on subjects ' respon­
siveness to unfavorable persona lity  tes t feedback, 4 favorable statements 
were included w ith  the 12 unfavorable statements. This was done to 
improve the face v a l id i t y  o f  the te s t  feedback to the subject as well 
as the external v a l id i t y  o f  the study in tha t a te s t  feedback session 
would ty p ic a l ly  include both some pos it ive  and negative information.
2) Bogus Personality Research Form P ro f i le  (see Appendix 3). Accom­
panying the 16 handwritten personality  statements was a PRF p r o f i le  sheet 
w ith a bogus set o f  T-scores p lo tted  to ostens ib ly  r e f le c t  the sub ject's  
te s t  scores. The names o f the PRF scales were covered since the person­
a l i t y  statements did not re f le c t  the PRF t r a i t s .  Subjects did not 
ac tua lly  receive a f u l l  viewing o f th e i r  PRF p r o f i le  sheet but the 
assessor con tinua lly  re ferred to the p ro f i le  while presenting the person­
a l i t y  in te rp re t iv e  statements. This facet was included fo r  the purpose 
o f making the context more r e a l is t i c  fo r  the subject.
3) Dependent Measures. The primary dependent measures■used in th is  
study were included in two questionnaires which subjects completed at
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TABLE I
P i lo t  Data: Personality Feedback Statement
Favorable Statements
Although you are bas ica lly  a serious person 
you love to laugh and enjoy the company 
o f others.
You generally feel mature and capable o f 
meeting your needs.
You're the so r t  o f person who w i l l  usually 
make time fo r  a fr iend  who needs i t .
You value lo y a lty  very h igh ly in your 
fr iendsh ips.
Unfavorable Statements
You tend to feel self-conscious and
insecure when you are w ith people whom 
you feel to be superior.
Sometimes you avoid events because o f 
your fears o f  fa i lu re .
I t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to deal w ith the 
anger and h o s t i l i t y  o f others.
You tend to be suspicious sometimes about 
the motives people have fo r  being with 
you.
You often spend more time than you should 
worrying about the reactions o f  others.
You have a tendency to feel sorry fo r  
you rse lf  when things don 't go your way.
You tend to be more passive and submissive 
w ith men than you are with women.
I t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to express your 
anger in a d ire c t  manner at the time 
when you feel i t .
You tend to take the easy way out a l l  
too often.
Your coping s k i l l s  are not as f le x ib le  as 
they should be such tha t you tend to 
re ly  on some tha t a re n 't  very 
constructive.
You tend to ask people fo r  th e i r  opinions 
on what you should do a l l  too often 
ra ther than re ly ing  on you rse lf .
You have such strong fee lings about
certa in  issues, i t  is  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you 
to ta lk  about them without becoming 
upset.
8.1
7.5 
7.9
8.5
4.4
4.5
3.7
4.3
4.1
4.5
4.8
4.3
4.2
4.2
3.8
4.4
Accept
31
30
31
32
16
21
12
12
14
14 
16
17
15 
19
14
Reject
1
1
1
0
16
11
20
20
18
17
15
15
17 
12
23
18
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the end o f th e i r  feedback session. On the f i r s t  questionnaire (see 
Appendix 4) there were f iv e  questions assessing the sub ject 's  perceptions 
o f  the accuracy, importance and usefulness o f the te s t  feedback. A ll 
questions were answered on a 9-point l ik e r t - ty p e  scale.
Feedback accuracy perceptions were measured by the two questions,
"To what extent do the personality  statements you received accurately 
describe your persona lity  features?" and "What percentage o f the person­
a l i t y  statements you received are accurate descrip tions o f  you?"
Feedback importance ra tings included the questions, "How important 
to you were the personality  features which the te s t  resu lts  included?" 
and "What percentage o f the persona lity  statements you received are 
important to you?"
Subjects' perceptions o f  the usefulness o f th e i r  feedback was 
measured by the question "How useful to you was the persona lity  feedback 
you received in providing a source o f  self-understanding?"
The second questionnaire (see Appendix 5) contained three measures 
o f  feedback impact. Recall o f feedback was measured by asking the subjects 
to  l i s t  as many o f  th e i r  personality  statements as they could remember. 
Desire fo r  additional personality  feedback was measured by two questions. 
The f i r s t  o f these required subjects to leave th e i r  phone numbers i f  they 
wished to p a rt ic ip a te  in a subsequent study with in kb lo t  tes t ing  wherein 
they would receive persona lity  feedback. Responses were coded e ith e r  1, 
in the case o f phone number l i s t i n g ,  or 2, when no phone number was pro­
vided. The second question asked subjects whether, they would s t i l l  want 
to p a r t ic ip a te  without receiving experimental c re d it .  This response was 
measured on a 9-poin t L ike rt- typ e  scale w ith ends anchored at 1 = not at 
a l l  in terested to 9 -  extremely in terested.
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4) Postexperimental Questionnaire (see Appendix 6). This consisted 
o f  nine items which included two i n i t i a l  f i l l e r  items, two questions fo r  
each manipulation check and three questions re f le c t in g  on the c r e d ib i l i t y  
o f  the assessors. The two f i l l e r  questions (items 1 & 2) concerned 
subjects ' perceptions o f th e i r  re c e p t iv i ty  to receiving personality  
feedback compared to tha t o f most people. Items 3 & 4 were designed to 
check the manipulation o f  the pos it ive  cognitive-emotional set. The 
questions "Do you th ink  most people have a hard time admitting th e i r  
personality  weaknesses?" and "Do you th ink  you have a hard time admitting 
your personality  weaknesses?" were rated on a 9-po in t L ike rt- typ e  scale 
anchored at 1 = extremely easy and 9 = extremely hard. Items 5 & 6 were 
included to check the co llabora tive  versus u n i la te ra l feedback mode 
conditions. These questions asked subjects, "How much did you p a r t i c i ­
pate in the in te rp re ta t io n  o f your te s t  resu lts?" and "How encouraged 
did you feel by your te s t  in te rp re te r  to p a r t ic ip a te  in the in te rp re ta ­
t io n  o f your te s t  resu lts?" The 9-poin t L ik e r t  scale was used with 
ends anchored at 1 = not at a l l  and 9 = a c t iv e ly .  The f in a l  three 
questions perta in ing to  assessor c r e d ib i l i t y  involved subjects ' percep­
tions o f the assessor's competence, l i k a b i l i t y  and th e i r  in te re s t  in the 
assessee. Ends were anchored a t 1 = not at a l l  and 9 = extremely.
Test Instruments
In order to investiga te  po ten tia l persona lity  factors which might 
re la te  to an in d iv id u a l 's  responsiveness to unfavorable personality  
te s t  feedback, the-, te s t ba ttery 'inc luded the fo llow ing scales:
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1) Rotte r 's  In terna l-Externa l Locus o f  Control Scale (1966) (see 
Appendix 7). This scale consists o f 19 question pairs constructed in 
a forced-choice format, s ix  o f  which are f i l l e r  questions. The forced 
choice is between an in te rna l or an external statement which receives
a score o f  0 or 1, respective ly . Rotter conceived the construct to 
re fe r  to the degree to  which an ind iv idua l perceives contingency re la ­
tionsh ips between his own actions and subsequent outcomes. Those people 
who believe they exercise control over th e i r  destin ies are called 
" in te rn a ls "  whereas those who believe th e i r  destin ies are d ic ta ted by 
factors outside o f th e i r  control are ca lled "ex te rna ls ."  The construct 
has been heavily researched owing to i t s  wide range of genera lizab i1i t y  
and i t s  social relevance (Robinson & Shaver, 1972). The Rotter scale, 
while only one o f several tha t measure th is  construct, has received 
considerable psychometric a tten t io n . Reports o f  i t s  in te rna l consistency 
and te s t - re te s t  r e l i a b i l i t y  ind ica te  acceptable levels (Rotter, 1966). 
Convergent v a l id i t y  studies suggest i t  is  f a i r l y  sens it ive  to ind iv idua l 
differences in one's perception o f control over one's destiny (Robinson 
& Shaver, 1972).
2) The Marlowe-Crowne Social D e s ira b i l i ty  Scale (1964) (see Appendix 
8). This is a 33 item tru e - fa ls e  scale which was intended to id e n t i fy  
people who describe themselves in a favorable, s o c ia l ly  desirable manner 
to gain the approval o f others. The te s t  has been commonly employed in 
experimental studies because o f i t s  well established v a l id i t y  and r e l i ­
a b i l i t y .  I l l u s t r a t i v e ly ,  te s t - re te s t  co rre la t io n  over a one-month 
in te rva l w ith 57 college students was .88 (Robinson & Shaver, 1972).
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3) The Jan is-F ie ld  Feelings o f Inadequacy Scale (Eagly, 1967) (see 
Appendix 9). This instrument was i n i t i a l l y  developed to assess a person's 
fee lings o f inadequacy in studies which focused on p e rs u a s ib i l i ty .  The 
o r ig in a l scale included 23 items but nearly a l l  were keyed in  the same 
d ire c t io n . Eagly1s revised version contains 20 items tha t are answered 
on a 5-poin t L ik e r t  scale and balanced fo r  response bias. This author 
(Eagly, 1967) reported s p l i t - h a l f  r e l i a b i l i t i e s  o f .72 and .88 with 
samples o f  college students. Robinson and Shaver (1972) comment tha t 
the scale has received much research a tten tion  but in s u f f ic ie n t  psycho­
metric a tten t io n . Hamilton (1971) used the te s t  w ith a sample o f  college 
students in a comparative inves tiga tion  o f f iv e  methods o f assessing 
self-esteem, dogmatism and dominance. He found the Scale to corre la te  
.67 with the CPI esteem scale and .60 w ith s e l f - ra t in g s  o f esteem. The 
te s t  has received much o f i t s  a tten tion  in studies concerned with suscept­
i b i l i t y  to social influence (Eagly, 1969) and a t t i tu d e  change (Greenbaum, 
1966). Since i t  has had some app lica tion  in p red ic ting  p e rs u a s ib i l i t y , 
i t  was included in the present inves tiga tion . Robinson and Shaver (1972) 
suggest i t s  app lica tion  as a measure o f  socia l self-esteem.
Procedure
The actual feedback experiment required sub jec ts1 p a r t ic ip a t io n  in 
two sessions, separated usually by 2-4 days. In the f i r s t  session, 
subjects met in groups varying in size from 4-12 to complete the three 
personality  scales. At th is  time they were informed tha t the purpose 
o f the study would involve an inves tiga tion  o f persona lity  in te rp re ta ­
t io n  and feedback approaches. The Consent Form (see Appendix 10) also
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explained tha t doctoral level students w ith experience in personality  
assessment would be providing them with th e i r  te s t  feedback in the fo l lo w - 
up meeting. Subjects were then scheduled fo r  th e i r  second appointment 
once they f in ished the te s t  battery.
Once the subject arrived at the C lin ica l Psychology Center fo r  the 
ind iv idua l feedback session, in troductions were made and the assessor 
escorted the subject to  the room in which the te s t  in te rp re ta t ions  would 
be shared. Two male and two female graduate students served as the 
assessors and were randomly assigned to the subjects w ith in  the experi­
mental conditions. Although the graduate student assessors were aware 
o f  the experimental conditions o f  th e i r  assessees, they were kept b lind  
to the hypotheses o f the experiment.
P r io r to the sub jec t's  hearing her te s t  feedback, a l l  subjects 
heard the same prepared in troductory comments from th e i r  assessor:
"Have you had any past experience w ith personality  
or psychological tests? . . . Well, as c l in ic a l  
psychologists, what we ty p ic a l ly  do is administer 
various tests  to  help us understand our c l ie n ts  
b e tte r ,  how they function psycholog ica lly . As a 
part o f  the therapy process, some psychologists 
share th e i r  te s t  in te rp re ta t io ns  w ith the c l ie n t .  
So, th a t 's  what th is  meeting is a l l  about, to give 
you some feedback about your te s t  re s u lts ,  both 
pos it ive  and negative."
Half o f  the subjects then received a po s it ive  cognitive-emotional 
set immediately p r io r  to receiving th e i r  te s t  feedback.
"Just in general, before we get s ta r te d , one o f the 
more impressive things about your own te s t  resu lts  
is tha t you seemed to be able to acknowledge not 
only your strengths but your pe rsona lity  weaknesses 
as w e ll .  As psychologists, we often re fe r  to th is
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a b i l i t y  as 'ego strength ' but re a l ly  what we're ta lk ­
ing about here is a very healthy capacity to admit 
your imperfections, and not everybody can do th a t . "
Otherwise, the assessor began the feedback session by explaining 
tha t he/she had compiled a group o f statements re f le c t iv e  of the assessee's 
personality  based on the te s t  resu lts . The assessor then read from the 
handwritten statements with the bogus Personality Research Form p ro f i le  
sheet beside the assessor. Four d i f fe re n t  orders o f  the statements were 
u t i l iz e d  in the study and were randomly selected by the assessors p r io r  
to  th e i r  feedback sessions.
In the "noncollaborative" or u n i la te ra l feedback condition , the 
assessor read each o f the statements aloud to  the subject w ithout ac t ive ­
ly  e l i c i t i n g  comment from the subject. A f te r  each o f the statements, the 
assessor provided an example to c la r i f y  the in te rp re ta t io n  fo r  the sub­
je c t  (see Appendix 11 fo r  a t ra n s c r ip t  o f a u n i la te ra l feedback session). 
The pace o f th is  feedback session was qu ite  slow. Assessors were encour­
aged to make ample use o f  pauses in order tha t the time duration o f  the 
u n i la te ra l and co llabora tive  conditions be s im ila r .  In instances when 
the subject would elaborate on her feedback, the assessors, would usually 
b r ie f ly  r e f le c t  the content and move on to the next statement. In the 
few instances when th is  persisted, subjects were asked to save comments 
or questions fo r  the senior experimenter who would be meeting with the 
subject at the end of the feedback session.
In the co llabora tive  feedback cond it ion , as the assessor read the 
statements aloud the subject was asked to elaborate on the in te rp re ta t io n  
by drawing on concrete examples from her everyday l i f e .  There were 
l im i ts  imposed on subjects ' commentary to keep the interviews w ith in
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manageable time l im i ts  and comparable with the duration o f  the u n i la te ra l 
feedback session (see Appendix 12 fo r  a t ra n s c r ip t  o f a co llabora tive  
feedback session). T yp ica l ly ,  however, the co llabo ra tive  in terv iew  would 
take 1-2 minutes longer to complete.
Once the subject completed her feedback session she was asked to 
respond to a b r ie f  questionnaire regarding the persona lity  feedback she 
received. She was ins truc ted to seal i t  in an envelope once she fin ished 
to insure tha t her responses would remain co n f id e n t ia l .  The student 
assessor then l e f t  the room and sho rt ly  returned w ith the second question­
na ire and the same ins truc t ions  were repeated. Once the subject fin ished 
th is  questionnaire she was then escorted to the room wherein the senior 
experimenter greeted her and then asked to subject to complete a f in a l  
questionnaire.
Training o f  the Assessors
The four assessors selected fo r  th is  study were a l l  f i r s t  year grad­
uate students in c l in ic a l  psychology. P r io r to  the onset o f the experi­
ment, the two men and women were tra ined how to conduct each type o f feed­
back in terv iew. There were three t ra in in g  sessions each la s t in g  approxi­
mately two hours. During the f i r s t  meeting the students received lecture 
and reading materials regarding e x is te n t ia l  assessment. Constance 
Fischer's 1979 a r t ic le  was used to provide them with a general p ic tu re  
o f  the approach. The co llabora tive  in terview questions such as "How does 
th is  seem to f i t  you?", "When is th is  l i k e ly  to happen?", "In  what s itu a ­
tions does th is  seem to apply to you?" and "How is th is  descrip tive?" 
were then introduced. Assessors then lis tened to an audiotaped session
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o f the senior experimenter with a p i lo t  subject in a co llabora tive  
feedback mode. The second t ra in in g  session focused on ro le -p lay ing  w ith 
the students pa ir ing  o f f  to ro le -p lay  assessor and assessee in each mode 
o f feedback presentation. They were c r i t iq u e d  by the senior experimenter 
who would model the appropriate technique. This format was repeated 
u n t i l  a l l  four assessors demonstrated s u f f ic ie n t  competence. The students 
also rehearsed th e i r  in troductory cormients and the ego strength manipula­
t io n  u n t i l  they grew comfortable w ith the presentation. In the f in a l  
session, each assessor played h is /her tape o f  p i lo t  sessions w ith sub­
je c ts  in both an ego s tre ng th -u n ila te ra l,  condition and an ego strength- 
co llabora tive  condition . Suggestions were then made in those cases 
where improvement was needed. During the course o f the experiment, two 
additiona l feedback sessions were randomly selected fo r  taping so tha t 
the senior experimenter could be sure tha t the experimental manipulations 
were being properly and comparably delivered. Although some s t y l i s t i c  
differences among the assessors were evident, no modifications in any one 
assessor's approach were necessary.
Debriefing
Once subjects completed th e i r  postexperimental questionnaire they 
were debriefed. I n i t i a l l y ,  subjects were in d iv id u a l ly  debriefed but a 
group debrie fing was u t i l iz e d  during the la t t e r  part o f running the study. 
Subjects were then seen in groups o f 3-4 and o ra l ly  queried regarding 
the presence o f experimental demand, subject suspicion and personal 
hypotheses about the in ten tion  o f the experiment. A s t r ik in g  absence 
o f suspicion was noted although a common response o f surprise was
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expressed tha t the te s t  battery revealed so much accurate information. 
Subjects were then informed about the purposes o f the study and the 
ra t iona le  behind the deception. Subjects were then in d iv id u a l ly  provided 
w ith  the resu lts  o f th e i r  te s t  scores. Special care was taken in provid­
ing them with genuine personality  feedback in a way to  e l i c i t  a pos it ive  
fee ling . Subjects were then encouraged to contact the experimenter 
should they wish to learn about the resu lts  o f  the experiment. They 
were thanked fo r  th e i r  p a r t ic ip a t io n  and given experimental c re d it .
Analysis o f  Data
The S ta t is t ic a l  Package fo r  the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer 
program was u t i l iz e d  to perform the analyses o f  variance and compute 
the Pearson product moment co rre la t ion  co e ff ic ie n ts .  Of the primary 
outcome measures, seven o f the eigh.t were analyzed by a 2 (co llabora­
t iv e  vs. u n i la te ra l feedback mode) x 2 (ego strength set vs. no set) 
x 2 (male vs. female assessor) analysis o f variance. A chi-square 
technique was applied to ttie one dichotomous measure. A post-experi­
mental questionnaire included manipulation checks fo r  the feedback 
mode and the ego strength set as well as items re f le c t in g  assessor 
c r e d ib i l i t y .  These dependent measures were also analyzed by a 2 x 
2 x 2  analysis o f variance. A separate 4 x 2 x 2  analysis of variance 
was also performed to assess the e ffec ts  o f ind iv idua l differences 
among the four assessors. A Newman-Keuls m u lt ip le  comparison procedure 
was employed on those factors or in te rac tions  with more than two levels 
tha t were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t .
Scores on the Marlowe-Crowne Social D e s ira b i l i ty  Scale, the Rotter 
In terna l-Externa l Locus o f  Control Scale and the Jan is-F ie ld  Feelings 
o f Inadequacy Scale were corre lated w ith each o f the primary outcome 
measures.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
Post-Experimental Questionnaire
The f i r s t  two items o f  the questionnaire served as in troductory  
f i l l e r s ,  the content o f which re ferred to subjects ' perceptions about 
th e i r  re la t iv e  openness to receiving personality  feedback compared to 
others. There were no sp e c if ic  e ffec ts  predicted on these two measures 
and no s ig n i f ic a n t  main e ffec ts  or in te rac tions  were obtained. In 
general, subjects described themselves as more receptive to persona lity  
feedback than most other people (Ms_ = 7.56 and 5.89, respec tive ly ).
Items 3 and 4 tested the e f f ica cy  o f the manipulation of the pos­
i t i v e  cognitive-emotional set. S ig n if ic a n t main e ffec ts  were found on 
both measures. Subjects receiving the pos it ive  cognitive-emotional 
set (designated "Ego Strength") rated themselves as having an easier 
time admitting th e i r  personality  weaknesses (M = 3.9) than those sub­
jec ts  who were not provided w ith th is  pos it ive  set (designated "No 
Ego S tren g th ") , (M = 4. 9), (£ = 4.31, d f = 1,56, £  < .05). Moreover,
Ego Strength subjects also rated others as having, greater d i f f i c u l t y  
acknowledging th e i r  personality  weaknesses (M = 5.7) than did No Ego 
Strength subjects (M = 4 .9 ), (IF = 3.24, df = 1,56, £ < .0 5 ) .
The co llabora tive  feedback manipulation was also examined by two 
questions, items 5 and 6. Both measures supported the effectiveness 
o f the manipulation. Subjects in the co llabora tive  in terv iew condi­
t ion  (designated "Collabora tion") reported th e i r  p a r t ic ip a t io n  in the 
feedback session was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more active (M = 7.0) than those
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subjects who received th e i r  feedback in a noncoliaborative manner 
(designated "U n i la te ra l" ) ,  (M_= 4 .2 ) ,  (F_= 26.78,_df = 1,56, _p_< . 001). 
Collaboration subjects also reported fee ling  more encouraged to par­
t ic ip a te  by th e i r  assessors than did subjects in the U n ila te ra l condi­
t io n  (Ms = 7.1 and 4.8, respecti vely) (F = 16 .35 ,_df = 1 ,5 6 ,_p < .001).
The f in a l  three items on the post-experimental questionnaire 
re la te  to dimensions o f the assessor's c r e d ib i l i t y  perceived by the 
subject. The three measures included subjects ' ratings of th e i r  as­
sessor's level o f  personal- in te re s t  in them, o f th e i r  competence and 
l i k a b i l i t y .  No s p e c if ic  hypotheses were made about these measures.
When perceived in te re s t  in the c l ie n t  was the dependent var iab le , 
a s ig n if ic a n t  main e f fe c t  fo r  Ego Strength was obtained (_F = 8.579, 
d f = 1,56, p < .01). Subjects receiving th is  set reported th e i r  as­
sessors to be more in terested in them (M = 6.89) than those subjects 
who were not provided th is  set (M = 5.69). An in te rac t io n  o f Ego 
Strength x Collaboration was close to achieving s ign if icance (F_ =
3.31, df = 1,56, p = .074). Examination o f the means reveals tha t
the Uni la te ra l-No Ego Strengtli subjects reported fa r  less perceived 
in te re s t from th e i r  assessors (M = 5.00) contrasted with the conditions 
o f Ego Strength w ithout Collaboration (M = 6.875), o f Collaboration 
without Ego Strength (M = 6.375) and Ego Strength w ith  Collaboration 
(M = 6.812).
On the variable o f  assessor's competence, a main e f fe c t  fo r  Col­
laboration approached s ign if icance (F = 3.62, cff = 1,56, £ =  .062), 
w ith subjects ra ting  th e i r  assessors as more competent when th e ir  feed-
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back was presented in a co llabora tive  mode (M = 7.75) ra ther than a uni­
la te ra l  feedback mode (M = 7.28). The main e f fe c t  fo r  Ego Strength ob­
tained w ith "perceived in te re s t"  did not generalize to the "competence" 
measure, although a trend in th is  d irec t ion  was noted (£ = 2.72, d f =
1,56, p = .105).
There were no s ig n i f ic a n t  main e ffec ts  obtained on the measure 
concerned w ith subjects ' l ik in g  o f th e i r  assessor, although there was 
a marginally s ig n if ic a n t  Collaboration x Ego Strength in te rac t io n  (£  = 
3.65, d f = 1,56, £_ = .061). Again, i t  appears tha t subjects ' l ik in g  
o f th e i r  assessors was re la t iv e ly  comparable in conditions o f  Collabora­
t io n  without Ego Strength (M = 7.94), o f Ego Strength w ithout Collabora­
t io n  (M = 7.87), and Collaboration w ith Ego Strength (M = 7.68). The 
la rger share of variance o f  th is  in te rac t io n  would appear to involve the 
case in which subjects received ne ither the pos it ive  set nor the c o l­
laborative in te rv iew , leading to lower se lf- reported  l ik in g  (M = 7.00).
Although there were no main e ffec ts  or in te rac tions  invo lv ing the 
sex o f the assessor on the c r e d ib i l i t y  measures, a 4 x 2 x 2 analysis 
o f variance was also conducted to assess whether subjects might have 
responded d i f fe re n t ly  to the personal q u a l i t ie s  o f the ind iv idua l as­
sessors. However, there were no s ig n i f ic a n t  main e ffec ts  or in te ra c ­
tions invo lv ing any o f the four assessors on these three dependent 
measures.
Primary Outcome Measures
The e ight outcome measures essen tia l ly  measure f iv e  dimensions of 
subjects ' responsiveness to th e i r  personality  feedback. Five s e l f -
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report measures comprised the f i r s t  questionnaire and included two items 
o f  feedback accuracy, two items o f  feedback importance and one item 
re f le c t in g  subjects', ra tings o f the usefulness o f  th e i r  feedback. On the 
second questionnaire there was one measure o f  sub jects ' re ca ll  o f  th e i r  
persona lity  feedback and two measures assessing subjects ' desire fo r  
add itiona l personality  feedback.
1) Accuracy o f Feedback. Neither the general measure o f feedback 
accuracy nor the percentage ra tings were found to d i f f e r  as a function o f 
the mode o f  feedback, the po s it ive  cognitive-emotional se t, the sex o f
the assessor or any in te rac t io n  o f these variab les. Tables 2 and 3 display 
the mean accuracy ra tings o f subjects by th e i r  experimental groups and the 
Analysis o f Variance re su lts .  Irrespective  o f the experimental cond it ion , 
subjects rated th e i r  bogus feedback to be h igh ly  descrip tive  o f themselves.
2) Importance o f Feedback. This dimension was also assessed by a 
general ra t in g  and a percentage ra t in g  o f importance. Tables 4 and 5 
present the means and the three-way analyses o f  variance on these measures. 
A s ig n i f ic a n t  main e f fe c t  fo r  Collaboration was obtained on the general 
ra t ing  o f  importance (£ = 9.04, d f = 1,56, £  < .01). Subjects who 
received th e i r  feedback in a co llabo ra tive  mode rated i t  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
more important than those subjects provided w ith  a u n i la te ra l feedback 
approach (Ms_ = 7.31 and 5.97, respec tive ly ) . No other s ig n i f ic a n t  main 
e ffec ts  or in te rac tions  were observed fo r  th is  measure.
On the re la ted variable o f percentage ra tings o f feedback importance, 
a main e f fe c t  fo r  Collaboration was also s ig n i f ic a n t  (£ = 7.76, d f  = 1,56,
£  < .01). The Collaboration group rated a s ig n i f ic a n t ly  greater share o f 
th e i r  feedback to be important (M = 79%) than did the U n ila te ra l group
Table 2: 2 X 2 X 2  Analysis o f  Variance
Variable: Accuracy (general)
Source o f  Variance Sum o f Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio Probabi1i t y
Sex (S) 0.76 1 0.76 .35 .55
Collaboration (CLB) 1.89 1 1.89 .87 • 36
Ego Strength (ES) 0.14 1 0.14 .06 ■ 80
S X CLB 0.02 1 0.02 .01 .93
S X ES 0.77 1 0.77 .35 .55
CLB X ES 0.02 1 0.02 .01 .93
S X CLB X ES 0.14 1 0.14 .06 .80
Error (w ith in ) 121.87 56 2.18
Mean Feedback Ratings
Experimental Group Mean
Male Assessor 7.47
Female Assessor 7.69
Collaboration 7.75
U n ila te ra l 7.40
Ego Strength 7.62
No Ego Strength 7.53
Collaboration w ith Ego Strength 7.81
Collaboration without Ego Strength 7.69
U n ila te ra l with Ego Strength 7.44
U n ila te ra l without Ego Strength 7.37
Table 3: 2 X 2 X 2  Analysis o f  Variance
Variable: Accuracy (percentage)
Source o f  Variance Sum o f  Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio P robab il i ty
Sex (S) 3.52 1 3.52 .01 .90
Collaboration (CLB) 425.39 1 425.39 1.80 .19
Ego Strength (ES) 172.26 1 172.26 .73 .40
S X CLB 3.51 1 3.51 .01 .90
S X ES 3.51 1 3.51 .01 .90
CLB X ES 31.64 1 31.64 .13 .72
S X CLB X ES 87.89 1 87.89 .37 .55
Error (w ith in ) 13245.87 56 236.55
Mean Feedback Ratings
Experimental Group Mean
Male Assessor 80%
Female Assessor 81% '
Collaboration 83%
Unila te ra l 77%
Ego Strength 82%
No Ego Strength 78%
Collaboration w ith Ego Strength 83%
Collaboration without Ego Strength 82%
U nila te ra l w ith Ego Strength 80%
U nila te ra l w ithout Ego Strength 75%
Table 4: 2 X 2 X 2  Analysis o f  Variance
Variab le : Importance (general)
Source o f  Variance Sum o f Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio Probabi 1 it.y
Sex (S') 4.52 1 4.52 1.41 .239
Collaboration (CLB) 28.89 1 28.89 9.04 .004
Ego Strength (ES) 5.64 1 5.64 1.76 .189
S X CLB 2.64 1 2.64 .82 .367
S X ES .39 1 .39 .12 .728
CLB X ES 1.89 1 1.89 .59 .445
S X CLB X ES 1.89 1 1.89 .59 .445
Error (w ith in ) 178.8.7 56 3.19
Mean Feedback Ratings
Experimental Group Mean
Male Assessor 6.91
Female Assessor 6.38
Collaboration 7.31
U nila te ra l 5.97
Ego Strength 6.94
No Ego Strength 6.34
Collaboration w ith Ego Strength 7.44
Collaboration without Ego Strength 7.19
U n ila te ra l w ith Ego Strength 6.44
U n ila te ra l without Ego Strength 5.50
Table 5: 2 X 2 X 2  Analys is o f  Variance
Variable: Importance (percentage)
Source o f  Variance Sum o f Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio Probabi 1 i t.y
Sex (S) 1016.01 1 1016.01 2.33 .132
Collaboration (CLB) 3378.52 1 3378.52 7.76 .008
Ego Strength (ES) 1550.39 1 1550.39 3.56 .064
S X CLB 3.52 1 3.52 .01 .929
S X ES 172.26 1 172.26 .40 .532
CLB X ES 2197.26 1 2197.26 5.05 .029
S X CLB X ES 31.64 1 31.64 .07 .788
Error (w ith in ) 24384.37 56 435.43
Mean Feedback Ratings
Experimental Group Mean
Male Assessor 75%
Female Assessor 68%
Collaboration 79%
U nila te ra l 64%
Ego Strength 76%
No Ego Strength 67%
Collaboration w ith Ego Strength 78%
Collaboration w ithout Ego Strength 79%
U nila te ra l w ith  Ego Strength 75%
U nila te ra l without Ego Strength 53%
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(M = 64%). A marginally s ig n i f ic a n t  main e f fe c t  was also noted fo r  
Ego Strength [F = 3.56, d f  = 1,56, £  = .064) w ith Ego Strength subjects 
having higher ratings o f  importance than subjects who were not provided 
with th is  pos it ive  set (Ms_ = 76% and 67%, re sp e c t ive ly ) . Also, the 
Collaboration X Ego Strength in te rac tio n  was s ig n i f ic a n t  (_F = 5.05, 
d f = 1,56, p_ .03). The comparison o f group means reveals the Uni­
la te ra l -No Ego Strength condition accounting fo r  a greater share o f the 
va r iance .. Figure 2 depicts the in te rac tion  which indicates tha t the 
percentage ratings o f feedback importance were high fo r  subjects who 
received the Ego Strength set (M = 75%), the co llabora tive  mode (M =80%) 
or both (M = 78%), contrasted w ith the group o f subjects who received 
nei ther (M = 53%).
3) Usefulness of Feedback. The means of the experimental groups and 
the analysis o f variance fo r  th is  measure are displayed in Table 6. A 
near s ig n i f ic a n t  main e f fe c t  fo r  Collaboration was obtained on th is  mea­
sure (JF = 2.93, d f = 1,56, £  = .092). Subjects in the co llabora tive  mode 
condition found th e i r  feedback to be more useful as a source o f s e l f -  
understanding than did subjects in the u n i la te ra l feedback condition .
(Ms = 7.06 and 6.16, re sp e c t ive ly ) . A Collaboration X Ego Strength 
in te rac t io n  also approached s ign if icance (£ = 2.93, d f = 1,56, d . = .092).
As evident from the graph in Figure 3, the pattern o f resu lts  on th is  
variab le  is s im i la r  to tha t obtained on the measure of importance. The 
lowest ratings o f usefulness were reported by subjects in the U n ila te ra l-  
No Ego Strength group (M = 5.375) compared w ith the Uni 1ateral-Ego Strength 
(M = 6.94), the Collaboration-No Ego Strength (M = 7.19) and the 
Collaboration-Ego Strength subjects (M = 6.94).
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Figure 2: Percentage o f Personality Feedback Statements Rated as Important
as a Function o f Feedback Mode (Collaborative vs. U n i la te ra l)  
and a Positive Cognitive-Emotional Set (Ego Strength vs. No Ego 
S trength).
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Figure 3: Mean Ratings o f Usefulness of Personality Feedback as a Function
o f  Feedback Mode (Collaborative vs. U n i la te ra l)  and a Positive 
Cognitive-Emotional Set (Ego Strength vs. No Ego Strength).
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Table 6: 2 X 2 X 2  Analys is o f  Variance
Variable: Usefulness
Source o f Variance Sum o f Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio Proabi 1 it.y
Sex (S) 8.26 1 8.26 1.84 .180
Collaboration (CLB) 13.14 1 13.14 2.93 .092
Ego Strength (ES) 6.89 1 6.89 1.54 .220
S X CLB .77 1 .77 .17 .681
S X ES .14 1 .14 .03 .860
CLB X ES 13.14 1 13.14 ■ 2.93 .092
S X CLB X ES .02 1 .02 .00 .953
Error (w ith in ) 250.87 56 4.48
Mean Feedback Rating
Experimental Group Mean
Male Assessor 6.97
Female Assessor 6.25
Collaboration 7.06
U n ila te ra l 6.1C
Ego Strength 6.94
No Ego Strength 6.28
Collaboration w ith Ego Strength 6.94
Collaboration without Ego Strength 7.19
U n ila te ra l w ith Ego Strength 6.94
U n ila te ra l w ithout Ego Strength 5.38
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4) Recall o f  Feedback. In order to derive a feedback score fo r  each 
sub ject, several pre lim inary steps were required. I n i t i a l l y ,  subjects' 
reca lled statements were independently rated by two judges who were kept 
b lind  from the experimental conditions and hypotheses o f the study. The 
ra ters were tra ined to give scores o f  0, .5 and 1.0 fo r  each statement 
recalled by the subject based upon i t s  s im i la r i t y  to  the actual feedback 
statement. A to ta l  reca ll score o f  1 to 16 was then th e o re t ic a l ly  possible 
and was in d iv id u a l ly  computed fo r  each subject. In te r ra te r  r e l i a b i l i t y  was 
high, r_ = .97, d f = 64, £  < .01. In those few cases when the judges' 
scores d i f fe re d ,  an average between the two scores was taken and entered 
in to  the analysis.
Results o f the three-way analysis o f  variance and the means are 
presented in Table 7. Neither the mode of feedback presentation nor the 
pos it ive  cognitive-emotional set had a s ig n i f ic a n t  influence on subjects ' 
re ca ll  o f  th e i r  personality  in te rp re ta t io n s . However, a s ig n i f ic a n t  main 
e f fe c t  was obtained fo r  the sex o f the assessor (F = 7.612, d f = 1,56,
£  < .01) such tha t female subjects recalled s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more o f th e i r  
feedback when th e i r  assessor was male (M_= 6 .1). A 4 X 2 X 2 Analysis 
o f  variance also revealed a main e f fe c t  fo r  ind iv idua l assessors (F. = 3-88» 
d f = 3,48 , £  < .02) (see Table 8). A Newman-Keuls m u lt ip le  comparisons 
te s t  o f the pairs o f  means found assessor 2 (male) to have e l ic i te d  s ig n i­
f ic a n t ly  more recalled statements than assessor 4 (female) (Ms_= 9.24 and 
5.47, respective ly ). Assessor 3 (male) also obtained higher reca ll than 
assessor 1 (female) (Ms = 7.50 and 6.75, re spec tive ly ). The m u lt ip le  
comparisons te s t  yie lded no other s ig n if ic a n t  d ifferences other than tha t 
obtained between assessor 2 and assessor 4.
Table 7: 2 X 2 X 2  Analysis o f  Variance
Variable: Recall
Source o f Variance Sum o f Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio Probabil i t y
Sex (S) 81.56 1 81.56 8.37 .005
Collaboration (CLB) 1.49 1 1.49 .15 .698
Ego Strength (ES) 6.41 1 6.41 .66 .421
S X CLB 0.71 1 0.71 .07 .788
S X ES 0.28 1 0.28 .03 .865
CLB X ES 0.35 1 0.35 .04 .850
S X CLB X ES 0.02 1 0.024 .01 .960
Error (w ith in ) 545.477 56 9.74
Mean Feedback Ratings
Experimental Group Mean
Male Assessor 8.35
Female Assessor 6.10
Collaboration 7.36
U nila te ra l 7.06
Ego Strength 7.55
No Ego Strength 6.92
Collaboration w ith Ego Strength 7.78
Collaboration without Ego Strength 6.98
U n ila te ra l w ith Ego Strength 7.3?
U n ila te ra l w ithout Ego Strength 6.84
73
5) Desire fo r  add it iona l feedback. A chi-square analysis was per­
formed on th is  dichotomous variab le . Again, a main e f fe c t  fo r  sex o f the 
assessor was obtained {X = 7.0, 'df = 1, £ <  .01). Of 31 subjects rece iv ­
ing feedback from male assessors, 27 volunteered th e i r  phone numbers to 
be contacted fo r  the subsequent study invo lv ing in kb lo t te s t in g . This 
compared w ith 17 o f 30 subjects who responded to  th e i r  female assessors. 
Table .9 displays a breakdown among the four assessors from which i t  can 
be seen tha t s ig n i f ic a n t  differences were present among the ind iv idua l 
assessors (X_ = 9.07, d f = 3, £  < .03). However, as four o f the eight 
experimental ce l ls  had an expected frequency o f  5.0 or less, there is an 
increased l ike l ih o o d  o f  a Type 1 e rro r.  Consequently, th is  e f fe c t  should 
be in te rpre ted cautiously.
On the second question re f le c t in g  on in te re s t  in receiving additiona l 
feedback, a s ig n i f ic a n t  main e f fe c t  fo r  sex o f the assessor was also ob­
tained (£ = 4.76, d f = 1,5 1, £  <.03 ). Subjects, a l l  o f  whom were female, 
reported having greater in te re s t in p a r t ic ip a t in g  without receiving c re d it  
when th e i r  assessor was male (M = 6.54) than when female (M = 5.03). The 
three-way analysis o f variance resu lts  are displayed in Table 10 which 
also reveals a strong main e f fe c t  fo r  Collaboration (£_ = 7.66, d f = 1,51,
£ <  .-01). Subjects who received the co llabora tive  feedback mode were 
more in terested in the fo llow-up standy than were subjects in the u n ila te ra l 
feedback condition (Ms_ = 6.82 and 4.75, respec tive ly ). A 4 X 2 X 2 analysis 
o f variance was also done which also y ie lded a main e f fe c t  fo r  ind iv idua l 
assessor tha t approached s ign if icance  (£ = 2.479, .df = 3,55, £  = .071).
The Newman-Keuls te s t o f m u lt ip le  comparisons indicated s ig n if ic a n t  d i f f e r ­
ences between assessor 2 (male) and assessor 1 (female) (Ms = 6.93 and
Table 8: 4 X 2 X 2  Analysis o f  Variance
Variable: Recall
Source o f Variance Sum o f Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio Probabi 1 it.y
Assessor (A) 118.76 3 39.5S 3.88 .015
Collaboration (CLB) 1.48 1 1.48 .15 .705
Ego Strength (ES) 6.41 1 6.41 • .63 .432
A X CLB 3.30 3 1.10 .11 .955
A X ES 8.35 3 2.78 .27 .845
CLB X ES 0.35 1 .35 .04 .853
A X CLB X ES 7.70 3 2.57 .25 .860
Error (w ith in ) 489.95 48 10.21
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Table 9.: Feedback Impact Dependent Variab les : Mean Scores fo r
Ind iv idua l Assessors
Recall X
Assessor 1 (female) 6.75
Assessor 2 (male) 9.24
Assessor 3 (male) 7.50
Assessor 4 (female) 5.47
In te res t
Assessor 1 (female) 4.09
Assessor 2 (male) 6.93
Assessor 3 (male) 6.12
Assessor 4 (female) 5.46
In te re s t:  Phone L is t in g  Yes No
Assessor 1 (female) 7 8
Assessor 2 (male) 14 1
Assessor 3 (male) 13 3
Assessor 4 (female) . 10 5
Table 1.0: 2 X 2 X 2  Analysis o f  Variance 
Variable: Degree o f  In te res t
Source o f  Variance Sum o f Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio P robab il i ty
Sex (s) 36.92 1 36.92 4.76 .024
Collaboration (CLB) 59.42 1 59.42 7.66 .008
Ego Strength (ES) 0.73 1 0.73 .10 .712
S X CLB 10.85 1 10.85 1.40 .242
S X ES 1.06 1 1.06 .14 .712
CLB X ES 0.05 1 0.05 .01 .934
S X CLB X ES 0.37 1 0.37 .05 .828
Error (w ith in ) 395.51 51 7.75
Mean Feedback Ratings
Experimental Group Mean
Male Assessor 6.54
Female Assessor 5.03
Collaboration 6.82
U n ila te ra l 4.75
Ego Strength 5.88
No Ego Strength 5.69
Collaboration w ith Ego Strength 6.88
Collaboration w ithout Ego Strength 6.77
U nila te ra l w ith Ego Strength 4.88
U n ila te ra l without Ego Strength 4.63
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4.09, respective ly ). Assessor 3 (male) also obtained higher ra tings of 
in te re s t  than assessor 4 (female) (Hs_ = 6.12 and 5.46, respective ly)
but th is  d iffe rence was not s ig n i f ic a n t .
Personality Measures
The persona lity  constructs o f low social self-esteem, an external 
locus o f control and low need fo r  socia l approval were predicted to corre­
la te  w ith higher ratings o f  feedback accuracy, importance and usefulness. 
Neither o f  the la s t  two dimensions o f feedback responsiveness yie lded 
s ig n i f ic a n t  f ind ings . However, feedback accuracy did re la te  to external 
locus o f control and low social self-esteem. External locus o f control 
corre lated s ig n i f ic a n t ly  w ith higher ra tings of feedback accuracy in 
general (r. = .2046, d f = 64, £  = .052) although th is  re la t ionsh ip  did not 
hold w ith the second measure o f feedback accuracy based on percentage 
(r_ = .0756, d f  = 64, £  = .276). The strongest re la t ionsh ip  between feed­
back acceptance and a personality  construct was obtained w ith the Janis- 
F ie ld Scale re f le c t in g  social self-esteem. Subjects lowest in  self-esteem 
were found to be more accepting o f th e i r  feedback overa ll ( r  = -.2424, 
d f = 63, £  = .028) and rate a higher percentage o f  th e i r  feedback as s e l f -  
descrip t ive  (r_ = -.2138, d f = 63, £  = .046). While s ig n i f ic a n t  s t a t i s t i c ­
a l l y ,  the corre la t ions account fo r  only a small proportion o f the variance. 
The three personality  constructs did not corre la te  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  w ith any 
o f the other outcome measures o f feedback responsiveness. Table 11 
presents the co rre la t io n  co e ff ic ie n ts  fc r  the three personality  constructs 
w ith the primary dependent variables.
Table 11 Correlation Coeff ic ien ts  o f Personality Constructs 
w ith Primary Dependent Measures.
General Percent General Percent Useful- Phone
Accuracy Accuracy Importance Importance ness Recal1 l i s t in g
t e s t a b i l i t y  - - 087 - - 041 - 118 -091 - 047 - - 154 - 100
In te rn a l-  
External 
Locus o f 
Control
.205* .076 .048 .068 .068 -.012 -.011
Feelings o f 
Inadequacy 242
* * .214** -.134 110 .034 .007 .129
*£ = .05 
**£  < .05
Degree of 
In te res t
.008
.164
- .100
CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
The present research study was designed to investiga te  three 
s itu a t io n a l factors hypothesized to enhance an in d iv id u a l 's  responsive­
ness to unfavorable personality  te s t  information. These variables 
were: (1) the mode in which the tes t feedback was communicated to  the
sub ject, (2) the cognitive-emotional set under which the feedback was 
received, and (3) whether a person o f  the same sex or opposite sex 
provided the te s t  information. The study also examined the re la t io n ­
ship between feedback responsiveness and the personality  constructs of 
self-esteem, locus o f control and need fo r  social approval.
Five hypotheses were tested in th is  inves tiga tion . Hypothesis I 
predicted that a co llabora tive  feedback mode would e l i c i t  higher ratings 
o f  accuracy, importance and usefulness o f  the feedback and re su lt  in 
greater reca ll and a higher in te re s t  in receiving additional personality  
te s t feedback. The pattern o f  resu lts  obtained on th is  independent 
variable indicates tha t the mode o f  feedback communication strong ly  
a ffected some but not a l l  o f  these dependent measures. Subjects' 
ratings o f  the accuracy o f t h e i r  feedback, th e i r  reca ll and whether or 
not they l e f t  th e i r  phone number to volunteer fo r  a s im i la r  feedback 
study did not s ig n i f ic a n t ly  d i f f e r  as a re su lt  o f how th e i r  feedback 
was communicated to them. However, subjects were s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more 
l ik e ly  to rate th e i r  feedback as more important to them when i t  was 
provided in a co llabora tive  manner. Moreover, a trend in th is  d irec tion  
was also obtained on th e i r  ratings o f  how useful the feedback was in
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providing a source of self-understanding. Subjects also revealed a 
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  higher in te re s t  in p a r t ic ip a t in g  w ithout experimental 
c re d it  in a subsequent feedback study when they had received th e i r  
feedback in a co llabora tive  ra ther than a u n i la te ra l mode.
The second hypothesis predicted tha t the pos it ive  cogn it ive- 
emotional set would lead subjects to rate th e i r  feedback as more 
accurate, express greater in te re s t in p a r t ic ip a t in g  in the follow-up 
study and reca ll a greater share o f  th e i r  feedback. This main e f fe c t  
was absent on a l l  predicted dependent measures. I t  appears tha t 
whatever set w ith which subjects entered the study to receive th e i r  
feedback, the manipulated pos it ive  cognitive-emotional set did not 
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  enhance th e i r  receptiveness to i t .
The th i r d  hypothesis predicted tha t sub jects ' greatest responsiveness 
to th e i r  te s t  feedback would re su lt  when they received both the co llabora­
t ive  feedback approach and a pos it ive  cognitive-emotional set whereas they 
woujd show least responsiveness when they received ne ither of these two 
manipulations. Although the pattern o f mean scores tended to be in th is  
d irec t ion  on the m a jority  o f  the dependent measures, the in te rac tion  was 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  only in the case of general ratings o f  feedback 
importance. This e f fe c t  was obtained p r im a r i ly  because o f subjects ' low 
ratings o f th e i r  feedback when they received ne ither the co llabora tive  
feedback mode nor the pos it ive  cognitive-emotional set. Subjects' ratings 
were high when they received e ith e r  one o f the experimental manipulations 
but receiving both did not re su lt  in s ig n i f ic a n t ly  higher ratings o f 
importance.
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The fourth  hypothesis predicted a re la t ionsh ip  between the per­
sona lity  t r a i t s  o f low self-esteem, external locus o f control and a 
low need fo r  social approval w ith greater feedback responsiveness.
Only the measures o f feedback accuracy yie lded s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i ­
cant corre la t ions w ith  persona lity  variables. Low need fo r  social 
approval did not y ie ld  any s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t  corre la t ions which 
contrasts w ith previous work in which th is  construct has been found to 
re la te  to acceptance o f unfavorable personality  te s t  feedback (Mosher, 
1965). Consonant w ith previous find ings in persona lity  feedback stud ies, 
both external locus o f control (Snyder & Larson, 1972; Snyder & ShenkeT, 
1976) and low self-esteem (Glenn & Janda, 1977) corre lated p o s it iv e ly  
with higher ra tings o f feedback accuracy.
The f i f t h  hypothesis focused on the e ffec ts  o f the gender o f 'th e  
assessor providing the feedback to the subjects. In the present study, 
i t  was predicted tha t female subjects would be more receptive to th e ir  
feedback when i t  was communicated by a female ra ther than a male as­
sessor. In fa c t ,  an e f fe c t  opposite to that predicted was obtained.
The female subjects in th is  study recalled s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more of th e i r  
feedback when i t  was provided by a male and were also s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more 
l ik e ly  to volunteer fo r  the follow-up personality  te s t  feedback study 
and rate th e i r  in te re s t  in doing so as s ig n i f ic a n t ly  higher when the 
assessor was a male. There were no-gender d ifferences on the s e l f - re p o r t  
measures o f accuracy, importance or usefulness.
I t  is noteworthy tha t the accuracy measures were the only primary 
dependent measures on which a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t  e f fe c t  was not 
obtained by at least one o f the experimental manipulations. A possible
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explanation fo r  th is  may be tha t the feedback statements selected fo r  
the study were not phrased negatively enough to provide an opportunity 
fo r  the independent variables to make a d iffe rence on accuracy ra t ings . 
The mean fa v o ra b i l i t y  o f the 12 "unfavorable" statements was only 4.27 
on a 9-point L ike r t  scale. This contrasts w ith the mean ra t ing  o f 8.00 
fo r  the 4 "unfavorable" statements. Although the 12 unfavorable s ta te ­
ments' ra tings were below the neutral po in t o f 5 and as a group were 
c o l le c t iv e ly  more l ik e ly  to be re jected than accepted, the mean ra tings 
id e a l ly  should have been lower. Perhaps, had the mean of the unfavor­
able statements been between 3.0 and 3.5, subjects ' ra tings o f the 
accuracy o f th e i r  in te rp re ta t io ns  might have varied more as a function 
o f the experimental manipulations. As i t  was, the range o f acceptance 
scores across a l l  experimental conditions was from 7.37 to 7.76 w ith 
accuracy percentage ra tings ranging between 75% arse 83%.
Effects o f the Feedback Modality
P r io r to th is  inve s t ig a t io n , persona lity  feedback studies had 
re l ie d  predominantly on accuracy and acceptance ra tings without attending 
to the sub ject's  evaluation of feedback. In the present study, the 
dependent measures o f feedback importance and usefulness in con tr ibu ting  
to self-understanding were included to address th is  l im i ta t io n  and to 
te s t  the impact o f the feedback communication modality. In l in e  w ith 
the theore tica l work o f proponents o f  a co llabora tive  feedback approach 
(Craddick, 1975; Dana, 1981; Fischer, 1979) and empirical find ings of 
some vocational te s t  feedback studies (Hoffman, Spokane & Magoon, 1981; 
Rubinstein, 1979), the co llabora tive  feedback approach, as predicted,
82
yie lded s ig n i f ic a n t ly  higher ra tings bn these evaluative measures. Thus, 
in  the s itu a t io n  in  which subjects were encouraged to draw upon th e ir  own 
l i f e  experience to make the Barnum-type in te rp re ta t io ns  more personally 
re levant, the subjects judged th e i r  feedback to be of greater value.
This conclusion received fu r th e r  support by subjects ' s ig n i f ic ia n t ly  
greater in te re s t  in volunteering fo r  the follow-up feedback study when 
they received th e i r  feedback by way o f a co llabora tive  approach. On the 
re lated dichotomous measure o f whether or not the subject l is te d  her 
phone number to be contacted, the pattern o f resu lts  was in the same 
d irec t ion  but was not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  ( d_ = .12).
These measures o f desire fo r  additional feedback viewed c o l le c t iv e ly  
suggest tha t the co llabora tive  feedback process may have provided some 
in t r in s ic  type o f reward to subjects. I t  could be speculated tha t 
subjects ' greater involvement in the co llabora tive  feedback meetings, 
as indicated by the manipulation checks, may have fostered an enhanced 
desire to learn more about themselves from psychological tes ts . Given 
th e i r  higher evaluations o f the feedback they received, th is  explana­
t ion  seems p laus ib le . I t  is  apparent tha t some re in fo rc in g  properties 
inhere in the co llabora tive  feedback modality but fu tu re  research is 
required to c la r i f y  what these factors might be.
Contrary to p red ic t io n , the feedback approach had no impact on how 
well subjects recalled th e i r  in te rp re ta t io ns . The ra t iona le  fo r  th is  
p red ic tion  was tha t through a sub ject's  drawing on her personal experi­
ence to elaborate on her te s t in te rp re ta t io n s , she would be tte r as­
s im ila te  the feedback than in  the case wherein the assessor provided 
general examples not based on her experience. However, in th is  study,
as well as several studies invo lv ing the communication of vocational 
tes t ing  re s u lts ,  the subjects were able to re ca ll  th e ir  feedback equally 
well regardless o f how i t  was communicated to them (Holmes, 1964; Lane, 
1952; Rubinstein, 1978).
More in te re s t in g  resu lts  have occurred w ith the reca ll measure in 
personality  feedback studies in which the research examined the e ffec ts  
o f d i f fe re n t  s i tu a t io n a l variables on pos it ive  and negative personality  
feedback (Handelsman & Snyder, 1981; Snyder & Newburg, 1981). However, 
in the vocational tes t in g  l i t e r a tu r e ,  studies which have examined d i f ­
fe ren t feedback approaches have tended not to f in d  d ifferences in 
re c a l l .  C erta in ly , th is  variab le  is  a c l i n i c a l l y  important one fo r  i f  
an ind iv idua l incorporates te s t  feedback in te rp re ta t io ns  in to  h is /her 
own cognitive framework, the person is more l i k e ly  to be influenced by 
i t  in subsequent behavior. Future research might consider a lte rn a t ive  
ways o f assessing subjects ' re ca ll  o f th e i r  feedback. A more sensitive  
measure o f reca ll might involve extending the time in te rva l between the 
feedback session and the sub jec t's  re c a l l .  Yet, a l te rn a t iv e ly ,  i t  must 
be considered tha t the persona lity  feedback which subjects were provided 
in th is  study may not have been impactful enough in content or complex 
fo r  reca ll to vary as a function o f the feedback modality.
Effects o f the Positive Cognitive-Emotional Set
Snyder e t a l .  (1981) suggested that certa in  cognitive-emotional 
states might influence subjects ' re c e p t iv i ty  to personality  te s t  feedback. 
Ifl the present study, an attempt was made.to d i re c t ly  manipulate the set
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subjects would have in receiv ing th e i r  bogus te s t  in te rp re ta t io n s . The 
ego strength manipulation was designed to elevate the sub jec t's  mood by 
providing her w ith an i n i t i a l  complimentary in te rp re ta t io n  which would 
also cog n it ive ly  o r ie n t her toward more openness to the negative tes t 
feedback which was to fo llow . That the magnitude o f impact from the 
pos it ive  cognitive-emotional set was so small is  understandable in l ig h t  
o f the previously mentioned problem regarding the degree o f unfavorabi1i -  
ty  o f the in te rp re ta t io n s . Had the subjects received more strongly 
worded unfavorable persona lity  in te rp re ta t io n s , the ego strength set 
might have made a greater d if fe ren ce , p a r t ic u la r ly  w ith  respect to the 
subjects ' se lf-reported  accuracy ra tings . The manipulation checks 
revealed tha t subjects who received the ego strength set did come to. see 
themselves as being more able to admit th e i r  persona lity  weaknesses 
than most people. What was not examined was whether th is  information 
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  elevated th e i r  mood. In fo rm a lly , subjects during the 
debr ie f ing , reported tha t the ego strength compliment was appreciated 
and several stated tha t i t  diminished th e i r  discomfort in hearing so 
much c r i t i c a l  information about themselves. Follow-up research u t i l i z ­
ing cognitive-emotional sets would be improved by inc lud ing measures to 
assess subjects ' emotional state p r io r  to th e i r  receiving the feedback.
Effects o f Assessor Gender
Several investiga tions in the personality  feedback l i te ra tu r e  have 
examined whether males and females are d i f f e r e n t ia l l y  receptive to 
favorable and unfavorable te s t  feedback (Snyder & Cowles, 1979; Snyder 
& Shenkel, 1976). Yet, p r io r  to th is  study, only Freeman & Stormes
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(1977) examined whether the. sex of the feedback provider influences 
subjects ' responsiveness. As noted e a r l ie r ,  the present inves tiga tion  
did not re p lica te  these, researchers' f ind ings tha t receptiveness to 
unfavorable feedback was greater when i t  was communicated by a person 
of the same sex. However, the experimental context o f the two studies 
was markedly d i f fe re n t .  Importantly, subjects in th e ir  study did not 
ac tu a lly  meet th e i r  assessor butwere to ld  e ith e r tha t the in te rp re ta ­
tions were made by a male or female psychologist. Furthermore, these 
investiga to rs  employed only s e l f - re p o r t  measures to assess the outcome 
changes whereas the impact measures o f  re ca ll  and volunteering fo r  a 
subsequent study were those which y ie lded s ig n i f ic a n t  d ifferences in 
the present study.
Whether the strong main e ffec ts  obtained on these measures were, 
a t t r ib u ta b le  to gender or ind iv idua l d ifferences among the assessors 
was also examined. Possibly, a male who e l ic i te d  stronger impact than 
a l l  o f the other assessors or a female who obtained s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
lower ra tings might account fo r  the most s ig n i f ic a n t  share o f the 
variance. Analysis o f the means, however, did not reveal one female 
to cons is ten tly  y ie ld  lower ra tings from subjects. Although one of 
the male assessors obtained cons is ten tly  higher ra tings than the 
others, the d ifferences were only s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t  when com­
pared w ith  the female assessor who obtained the lowest ra tings on 
each o f the three impact measures. The gender e f fe c t  in th is  study 
is  also apparent from the pattern o f  both male assessors having obtained 
higher ra tings than both females on a l l  three of the impact measures.
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Moreover, ind iv idua l d ifferences among the assessors were not present 
on the assessor c r e d ib i l i t y  measures. Subjects appeared to perceive 
the four assessors comparably on the variables o f l i k a b i l i t y ,  competence 
and personal in te re s t  in the subject.
' S t i l l ,  th is  e f fe c t  fo r  gender should be p a r t ia l l y  q u a l i f ie d  by the 
re s tr ic te d  stimulus sampling o f the assessors. As Maher (1978) has 
cautioned, the populations o f s t im u li must be adequately sampled to 
reduce the p ro b a b i l i ty  o f  uncontrolled stimulus variables accounting 
fo r  any d iffe rences. Two males and two females, employed in th is  
experimental design, prvoide the minimum re qu is ite  fo r  an investiga­
t ion  o f a gender e f fe c t .  Although no prominent ind iv idua l differences 
emerged on the c r e d ib i l i t y  dimensions nor from the resu lts  o f the 
primary dependent measures, other personal a t t r ib u te s  o f the assessors 
may well have been in f lu e n t ia l .  For instance, one might speculate 
tha t the physical a ttractiveness of the two males in the present study 
was a potent fa c to r  in  females' greater responsiveness to th e i r  feed­
back. The pervasive impact o f physical a t t ra c t io n  in the therapy 
s itu a t io n  and in interpersonal persuasion contexts has been a consis­
te n t ly  rep licab le  f ind ing  in the l i te ra tu r e  (Begley, McCown & Weise, 
1975; Kunin & Rodin, 1982). Future research inves tiga ting  gender 
e ffec ts  on subjects ' response to assessment f ind ings would benefit 
from a la rger sample of male and female assessors as well as experi­
mental contro ls exercised over degree of physical a ttractiveness.
Effects o f Personality T ra its
One other major in te re s t  o f th is  research was an inves tiga tion  of
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the re la t ionsh ip  between s p e c if ic  persona lity  a tt r ib u te s  and re c e p t iv i ty  
to unfavorable personality  te s t feedback. The personality  t r a i t s  o f  low 
self-esteem, external locus of control and low need fo r  social approval 
were focused upon because such t r a i t s  are l i k e ly  to describe a good share 
of the c l ie n ts  whom psychologists assess in c l in ic a l  p ractice .
Previous research using the Marl owe-Crowne Social D e s ira b i l i ty  
Scale has suggested tha t those high on th e i r  need fo r  social approval 
are generally more accepting of favorable in te rp re t iv e  feedback (Snyder 
& Larson, 1972) but less Drone to accept unfavorable te s t  in te rp re ta t ions  
than were subjects w ith a low need fo r  approval (Mosher, 1965). A l­
though low need fo r  approval did corre la te  p o s i t iv e ly  with higher ratings 
o f feedback accuracy, the co rre la t io n  was not s t a t is t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t .
Past research has also shown, as did the present study, th a t greater 
external locus o f control (Snyder & Larson, 1972; Snyder & Shenkel, 1976) 
and low self-esteem (Glenn & Janda, 1977) re la te  positively to higher 
feedback acceptance. Yet, i t  is  important to note tha t the two variables 
only accounted fo r  approximately 4% and 5% o f the variance, re sp e c t ive ly , 
such tha t the actual c l in ic a l  s ign if icance  o f th e i r  influence in  th is  
inves tiga tion  is n e g lig ib le . S t i l l ,  personality  feedback research in 
the fu tu re  would benefit from additiona l exploration o f the con tr ibu tion  
o f personality  t r a i t s  to s itu a t io n a l factors tha t influence responsive­
ness to te s t  feedback.
Methodological Issues and Implications fo r  Future Research
A major innovation o f th is  research investiga tion  was i t s  attempt 
to bridge the empirical work from the vocational assessment l i te ra tu re
38
and the persona lity  te s t feedback or "acceptance phenomenon" studies 
using the fa lse  feedback experimental paradigm. In the past, personality  
feedback studies have re l ie d  upon w r it te n  ra ther than interpersonal modes 
o f communicating the bogus te s t  in te rp re ta t io n s . The present research 
sought a more meaningful analogue o f  the c l in ic a l  assessment context 
through i t s  inves tiga tion  o f the e ff ica cy  o f a co llabora tive  feedback 
approach. Other steps were also taken to design a more r e a l is t ic  
analogue from the sub jec t's  perspective. The include the fo llow ing • 
considerations: (1) Subjects met in d iv id u a l ly  w ith  th e i r  doctoral
s tudents.in  c l in ic a l  psychology in  the therapy rooms o f the C lin ica l 
Psychology Center, (2) The doctoral student assessors engaged subjects 
in discussion o f th e i r  past experience w ith psychological tests and 
explained the ra tiona les fo r  the feedback ju s t  as would ty p ic a l ly  be 
done fo r  an actual c l ie n t ,  (3) A bogus PRF p r o f i le  w ith the student's 
i n i t i a l s  was con tinua lly  re ferred to in the course o f the feedback 
session. That th is  "se t t in g  o f the stage" was successful was evidenced 
by the absence of suspicion among the 64 female subjects. No subject 
acknowledged doubts tha t the feedback they were receiv ing was not te s t  
derived, although several remarked with surprise tha t -the test battery 
y ie lded so much accurate information about them.
In any analogue research, certa in  fac tors  loom large in placing 
l im i ts  on the external v a l id i t y  o f the f ind ings . Each o f the l im ita t io n s  
inherent in the present study h igh ligh ts  avenues fo r  fu ture  research.
The fa lse feedback paradigm u t i l i z in g  Barnum-like in te rp re t ive  
statements permitted greater in te rna l v a l id i t y  w ith which to investigate  
the e ff ica cy  o f a co llabora tive  feedback approach. However, in an
89
actual c l in ic a l  te s t in te rp re ta t io n  session, such generalized feedback 
would cons titu te  at most only a minor share o f an assessor's in te rp re t iv e  
feedback. Moreover, the information would be more personally relevant 
and id iog rap h ica lly  descrip tive  o f the person's psychological func tion ­
ing. Greater external v a l id i t y  would re s u lt  from fu ture  studies tha t 
provide genuine te s t  feedback to c l ie n ts ,  Bradley and Bradley's (1977) 
use of PRF percentage scores on four personality  dimensions suggest a 
recent advance in th is  d ire c t io n . P a rt icu la r  e f fo r t  toward c o n tro l l in g  
fo r  the level o f fa v o ra b i l i t y  would be required in any study using 
genuine feedback.
Another l im i ta t io n  on the genera lizab i1i t y  of f ind ings to the 
actual c l in ic a l  se tt ing  pertains to the r ig id  control exercised over 
the execution o f the co llabora tive  feedback approach. In doing so, 
th is  re s t r ic t io n  provided a conservative te s t  fo r  the impact o f  th is  
feedback approach. However, in the typ ica l c l in ic a l  assessment feed­
back s i tu a t io n ,  an e n t ire  hour session would be u t i l iz e d  fo r  the 
disclosure o f te s t resu lts  wherein the co llabora tive  approach would 
focus fa r  more heavily on the c l i e n t ’ s everyday experience and the 
when-when-not context o f the te s t in te rp re ta t io n s . Thus, the level of 
the assessee's p a r t ic ip a t io n  and ego-investment would be considerably 
greater. That s ig n if ic a n t  e ffec ts  were obtained on both the evaluative 
feedback dimensions and on impact measures suggests the po ten tia l value 
o f th is  approach. With respect to fu tu re  research tha t seeks greater 
external v a l id i t y ,  the major methodological d i f f i c u l t y  involves com­
p a ra b i l i t y  of time fo r  the session since the co llabora tive  feedback 
approach tends to require more time. Thus, any observed differences
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between groups could be a t t r ib u ta b le  to the personal time shared between 
assessor and assessee.
The subjects who volunteered to p a rt ic ip a te  in the present study 
were Introductory Psychology students. This poses l im ita t io n s  on the
population to which the f indings may be applicable. Yet, in th is  pre­
lim inary  phase o f research, a nonclin ica l population is  an appropriate 
s ta r t in g  place. This is  p a r t ic u la r ly  germane in  the case of using 
fa lse te s t feedback and inductions of various cognitive-emotional sets. 
In the case o f continued research w ith the co llabora tive  feedback ap­
proach, i t  might prove f r u i t f u l  to s o l i c i t  volunteers who have spec if ic  
problems w ith which they would l ik e  b r ie f  help. Specific  areas fo r  
assessment and feedback might involve dating or assertiveness s k i l l s .
By using volunteer subjects fo r  spe c if ic  problematic concerns, the 
feedback received would more l i k e ly  be s im i la r ly  ego-investing fo r  the 
pa rt i  ci pants.
Further consideration must also be given to the selection o f out­
come measures that extend beyond the se lf - re p o rts  o f accuracy and
feedback acceptance. The present study could have expanded fu r th e r  on 
both the evaluative and impact measures which would have enriched our 
understanding o f the feedback process. I t  is  necessary to c la r i f y  not 
only how ind iv idua ls  sub jec t ive ly  respond to th e i r  te s t  information 
when i t  is provided w ith in  a co llabora tive  mode, but also whether 
actual cognitive and behavioral changes re su lt .
The resu lts  of th is  exploratory inves tiga tion  suggest that the 
co llabora tive  feedback approach may be an e f fe c t iv e  way of sharing
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psychological assessment f ind ings . What is p a r t ic u la r ly  indicated at 
th is  time is  fo r  fu ture  research to move toward greater external v a l id i t y  
in order to be o f more therapeutic in te re s t  to the p rac t ic ing  c l in ic ia n .
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY
Trad it iona l models o f psychological assessment have tended to 
diminish the importance o f open disclosure o f te s t  resu lts  with the 
c l ie n t .  However, during recent years various s o c io -p o l i t ic a l  changes 
have lead to " r ig h t  o f access" p r in c ip les  mandating greater account­
a b i l i t y  to c l ie n ts  involved in human services. A growing number of 
c l in ic ia n s  involved in psychological assessment have responded to the 
po licy  changes by emphasizing in th e i r  w r it in g s  the therapeutic value 
o f  sharing assessment f ind ings w ith th e i r  c l ie n ts .  There has of yet 
been l i t t l e  empirical research inves tiga ting  p o te n t ia l ly  e f fe c t ive  
means o f communicating te s t  re su lts .  The present study was designed 
to investigate  the po ten tia l e ff icacy  o f three factors  fo r  enhancing 
subjects ' responsiveness to unfavorable persona lity  feedback. The 
study also considered the importance o f pe rsona lity  variables tha t 
might have im plications in the assessment feedback context.
S p e c if ic a l ly ,  i t  was predicted tha t greater responsiveness to 
personality  feedback would re s u lt  from the fo llow ing  conditions:
( 1 )  When s u b j e c t s  r e c e i v e d  t h e i r  f ee d b a ck  i n  a c o l l a b o r a t i v e  r a t h e r  
th a n  a u n i l a t e r a l  mode o f  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  ( 2 )  W h e n . s u b j e c t s  r e c e i v e d  a 
p o s i t i v e  c o g n i t i v e - e m o t i o n a l  s e t  D r i o r  t o  h e a r i n g  t h e i r  f e e d b a c k ,  and 
(.3) When an a s s e s s o r  o f  t h e  same sex p r o v i d e d  t h e  fe e d b a c k  r a t h e r  than  
an O D p o s i t e - s e x e d  a s s e s s o r .  The p e r s o n a l i t y  f a c t o r s  o f  low s e l f ­
e s t e e m ,  e x t e r n a l  lo c us  o f  c o n t r o l  and low need f o r  s o c i a l  a p p ro v a l  
were a l s o  o r e d i c t e d . t o  c o r r e l a t e  p o s i t i v e l y  w i t h  r e s p o n s i v e n e s s  to
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unfavorable personality  feedback. The study, also considered the im­
portance o f personality  variables tha t might have im plica tions in the 
feedback context.
S p e c if ic a l ly ,  i t  was predicted tha t greater responsiveness to 
personality  feedback would re s u lt  from the fo llow ing conditions:
(1) When subjects received th e i r  feedback in a co llabora tive  ra ther 
than a u n ila te ra l mode o f presentation, (2) When subjects received 
a po s it ive  cognitive-emotional set p r io r  to hearing th e i r  feedback, 
and (3) When an assessor o f the same sex provided the feedback ra ther 
than an opoosite sexed assessor. The personality  factors o f low 
self-esteem, external locus o f control and low need fo r  social approval 
were also predicted to corre la te  p o s i t iv e ly  w ith responsiveness to the 
unfavorable personality  feedback.
S ix ty - fo u r undergraduate females volunteered to take a battery of 
personality  tests and meet at a la te r  time in  the week to receive th e i r  
feedback. The Marlowe-Crowne Social D e s ira b i l i ty  Scale, the Rotter 
In terna l-Externa l Locus o f Control Scale and the Jan is-F ie ld  Feelings 
o f Inadequacy Scale comprised the te s t ba ttery . Following subjects ' 
completions of th e i r  te s t ba tte ry , they were in d iv id u a l ly  scheduled fo r  
a feedback session la te r  in the week. Subjects were lead to believe 
tha t the bogus, generalized in te rp re ta t ions  they Would receive had been 
in te rpre ted on the basis o f th e i r  tes t resu lts . Each of the two male 
and female graduate student assessors provided feedback to 16 subjects 
who were randomly assigned w ith in  experimental conditions.
The e ffec ts  o f  the exDerimental conditions were assessed by eight
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questionnaire items invo lv ing responsiveness to persona lity  feedback. 
These included s e l f - re p o r t  measures of the accuracy and importance o f 
the feedback and i t s  usefulness in providing a source o f se lf-under­
standing. Subjects also responded to a measure o f feedback reca ll 
and two measures assessing th e i r  in te re s t  in receiv ing additiona l 
personality  feedback.
The resu lts  o f the study may be summarized as fo llow s:
1) Effects o f the Collaborative Feedback Mode. Subjects indicated 
tha t they found th e i r  feedback to be s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more important as 
well as more useful (p<.09) in con tr ibu ting  to th e i r  self-understanding 
when th e i r  personality  feedback was communicated in a co llabora tive  
ra ther than a u n i la te ra l approach. Moreover, they also expressed 
greater in te re s t in p a r t ic ip a t in g  in  a subsequent personality  te s t  
feedback study in the case when they received the co llabora tive  feed­
back manipulation. These f ind ings support both the theore tica l tenets 
o f proponents o f a co llabora tive  approach to psychological assessment 
(Craddick, 1976; Dana, 1981; Fischer, 1979) as well as some o f the 
empirical f ind ings in the vocational l i te ra tu re  which underscore the 
importance o f the mode in which te s t  information is  conveyed (Hoffman, 
Spokane & Magoon, 1981; Rubinstein, 1978).
2) Effects o f the Positive  Cognitive-Emotional Set. The manipula­
t ion  o f th is  set had re la t iv e ly  minor impact on subjects ' responsiveness 
to th e ir  bogus te s t in formation. None o f the predicted e ffec ts  were 
obtained. Analysis o f the pattern o f resu lts  revealed the pos it ive  
cognitive-emotional set to have some additive impact but not o f a
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s ig n i f ic a n t  degree. A pos it ive  explanation fo r  the fa i lu re  o f th is  
set to influence responsiveness involved the inadequate degree o f 
unfavorabi 1 it.y o f the feedback statements employed in the study. I t  
was noted tha t accuracy ra tings were uniform ly high across experimental 
conditions. Thus, the feedback statements may not have provided an 
adequate te s t  o f the po ten tia l e ff ica cy  o f such a set in reducing 
defensiveness to unfavorable tes t feedback.
3) Sex of the Assessor. Female subjects in th is  study indicated 
greater impact from th e i r  feedback when i t  was provided by a male ra ther 
than a female. This e f fe c t  was opposite to what had been predicted 
which was based upon the resu lts  found in a previous feedback study 
(Freeman & Stormes, 1977) wherein subjects were more accepting o f un­
favorable feedback when i t  was provided by a same-sexed person. However, 
these authors only u t i l iz e d  s e l f - re p o r t  ra tings and did not meet th e ir  
in te rp re te rs . In the present study, females' greater responsiveness to 
feedback provided by males was not evident on the s e lf - re p o r t  measures. 
Rather, the e f fe c t  was obtained on subjects ' reca ll o f th e i r  in te ro re ta -  
tions and th e i r  greater desire to p a r t ic ip a te  in a s im ila r  study in which 
they would receive additional te s t feedback.
4) Effects o f  Personality Variables. Correlation coe ff ic ie n ts  in d i ­
cated that only the accuracy ra t ings , which were uninfluenced by the inde­
pendent variables in the study, re lated s ig n i f ic a n t ly  to two o f the three 
personality  t r a i t s  investigated. Supporting the find ings o f previous 
research, the persona lity  t r a i t s  of external locus o f control and low 
self-esteem were found to p o s i t iv e ly  corre la te  w ith higher ra tings o f 
accuracy o f the unfavorable personality  feedback. Scores on the Marlowe-
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Crowne Social D e s ira b i l i ty  Scale did not corre la te  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  w ith any 
o f the outcome measures o f feedback responsiveness.
A unique feature o f th is  research inves tiga tion  was i t s  attempt to 
bridge the l i te ra tu r e  from the vocational tes t ing  area w ith the studies 
invo lv ing persona lity  feedback which have employed a fa lse feedback experi­
mental paradigm. While the research in the personality  feedback area 
could be c r i t ic iz e d  fo r  the primacy i t  has accorded to in te rn a l ly  va l id  
research at the expense o f asking c l in i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  questions, the 
vocational te s t  feedback studies have tended to be so methodologically 
flawed tha t th e i r  investiga tions o f meaningful questions are o f diminished 
value. P r io r to  this, study, the manipulation o f feedback approach had not 
been attempted in any persona lity  feedback studies and had obtained 
equivocal resu lts  with respect to i t s  e ff ica cy  in a vocational context. 
Thus, the present inves tiga tion  employed the fa lse feedback paradigm to 
insure improved in te rna l control over the manipulation o f the co llabora­
t ive  feedback mode. That th is  approach yie lded s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  
e ffec ts  on some of the primary dependent measures indicates i t s  po ten tia l 
value in a psychological assessment context. Directions fo r  fu r th e r  re ­
search on th is  variable were emphasized, w ith p a r t ic u la r  a tten tion  focused 
on the need fo r  greater external v a l id i t y  to be o f more value to the 
p rac tic ing  c l in ic ia n .
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1. Your coping s k i l l s  a re n 't  as f le x ib le  as they could be and as a
consequence you tend to re ly  on some tha t a re n 't  very constructive .
. . . when you 're  swamped and you re a l ly  need to be organized some­
times you might ju s t  get more f lus te red .
2. Although you 're  ba s ica l ly  a serious person you love to  laugh and 
enjoy the company o f others. . . . r e a l ly  what's meant here is  that 
you've got both an in trove rted  and an-extroverted side to  you.
3. I t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to express your anger in  a d ire c t  manner at 
the time when you feel i t .  . . .so i f  you get mad at somebody, l ik e  
your mother or your roommate, you might tend to  hold o f f  t e l l in g  
them.
4. You often spend more time than you should worrying about the reactions 
o f  others. . . . f o r  example, you might become overly concerned w ith 
somebody's disapproval o f  you.
5. You tend to be more passive and submissive w ith men than you are with
women. . . . i t  seems tha t i t  may be easier fo r  you to  say or do what
you want w ith members o f the same sex.
6. You’ re the so rt o f person-who w i l l  usually make time fo r  a fr iend 
who needs i t .  . . . fo r  example, i f  you've got a fr ie n d  who's re a l ly  
fee ling  down, y o u ' l l  tend to be there fo r  her.
7. You tend to be suspicious sometimes about the motives people have
fo r  being w ith you . . . .oh, maybe you might d is t ru s t  the .reasons
behind some guy's in te re s t  in you.
8. I t ' s  hard fo r  you to deal w ith the anger and h o s t i l i t y  o f others.
. . .when somebody is  re a l ly  made at you, you sometimes take i t  
p re tty  hard.
9. You tend to feel self-conscious and insecure when you 're w ith people
whom you believe to be superior. . . . i t  might be hard fo r  you to
ta lk  comfortably w ith some professor you th ink  is b r i l l i a n t .
10. You generally feel mature and capable o f meeting your needs. . . . 
bas ica lly  you can handle most o f the problems o f everyday l i f e .
11. You tend to  ask people fo r  th e i r  opinions on what you should do a l l  
too often ra ther than re ly in g  on you rse lf .  . . .sometimes your 
f i r s t  impulse might be to ask someone even i f  you have your own 
opinion.
12. You have a tendency to feel sorry fo r  you rse lf  when things don 't go
your way. . . .you might have some exc it in g  plans tha t don 't  work
out, you might tend to sulk a l i t t l e .
13. Sometimes you avoid events because o f  your fears o f fa i lu re .  . . . i f
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you know you can 't  do something as well as you would l i k e ,  you might 
not do i t  at a l l .
14. You're l i k e ly  to take the easy way out a l l  too often. . . . fo r  
example, i t  might be easier sometimes fo r  you to hold back a fee ling  
i f  you th ink  saying i t  would be hard fo r  you.
15. You value lo y a lty  very h igh ly in your fr iendsh ips. . . .you 're the 
so rt o f  person w ho 'll  s t ic k  by your fr iends.
16. You have strong fee lings about certa in  issues, i t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you 
to ta lk  about them without becoming upset. . . .when somebody is 
re a l ly  mad at you, sometimes you take i t  p re tty  hard.
I
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PERSONALITY QUESTIONNAIRE
We are in terested in your judgments about the personal d e s i ra b i l i t y  
o f each o f  a number o f descrip tive  statements. Your personal reaction to 
each statement is  what is desired. Imagine how you would feel i f  each 
statement on the fo llow ing pages were applied to you personally and rate 
each accordingly.
Please t r y  to read each statement separately and independently o f a l l  
others and then rate each statement in terms o f i t s  d e s i ra b i l i t y  by placing 
the appropriate number in the blank to the l e f t  o f the item number. Use 
the fo llow ing scale to r e f le c t  your ra ting  o f  the d e s i ra b i l i t y  o f these 
statements:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
very unfavorable neutral favorable very
unfavorable favorable
Again, in making your answers, respond to the statements as i f  they 
were applied to you. Please t r y  to rate every one and do not hurry through 
them. Thank you fo r  your cooperation.
1. You tend to feel self-conscious and insecure when you are with 
people whom you believe to be superior.
_ 2. Occasionally when things a re n 't  going well fo r  you you escape 
by daydreaming about the past.
3. You often worry about money matters more than you need to be 
concerned w ith them.
4. You tend to be quick a t s iz ing  up social s i tu a t io n s .
5. Sometimes your strong needs to be l iked  and admired by others 
work against you.
6. You often feel shy in s itua tions  when you want to  meet someone 
you don 't know.
7. You pride you rse lf  as an independent th inker and do not accept 
others ' statements thoughtlessly.
8. You sometimes get depressed when things don't go your way and 
have d i f f i c u l t y  r idd ing you rse lf  o f the fee lings .
9. Sometimes you avoid events because o f your fears o f fa i lu re .
10. I t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to deal w ith the anger and h o s t i l i t y  o f 
others.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very unfavorable neutra l favorab le  very
unfavorable favorable
_11. You enjoy being admired by members o f the opposite sex.
JL2. • You tend to be suspicious sometimes about the motives people
have fo r  being w ith you.
_13. You f in d  i t  easier than most people to  accept c r i t ic is m .
14. Every once in awhile you become dismayed over something you
said during a day and continue to worry about i t .
_15. You often procrastinate on tasks which you f in d  boring and 
th is  creates c o n f l ic ts  fo r  you.
16. Although you are ba s ica l ly  a serious person you love to laugh 
and enjoy the company o f others.
17. Sometimes you get so angry you feel l ik e  smashing things.
18. You have such strong fee lings about certa in  issues, i t  is
d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to  ta lk  about them without becoming upset.
19. You often spend more time than you should worrying about the
reactions o f others.
20. Most people would describe you as a cooperative person.
21. You might be considered naive because you 're  often so unaware 
o f how much impact you have on others.
22. You tend to present you rse lf  in as favorable a l ig h t  as pos­
s ib le  when you meet people.
23. I t ' s  hard fo r  you to receive compliments in areas where you 
doubt yourse lf.
24. Although you are sympathetic to others' m isfortunes, you a ren 't  
very active in social causes.
25. In s tress fu l s i tu a t io n s ,  you are able to cope as well as most 
people.
26. You don't usually show how sensitive  you are to others' c r i t i ­
cism o f you.
27. You have a hard time dealing w ith people whom you feel are 
avoiding you.
no
1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8 9
very unfavorable neutra l favorable  very
unfavorable favorab le
_28. You have a tendency to feel sorry fo r  you rse lf  when things 
don 't go your way.
_29. Your temper is generally well w ith in  your con tro l.
_30. You often wonder why people act as they do to the po int where 
th is  may bother you.
31. I t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to express your anger in a d ire c t  man­
ner at the time when you feel i t .
_32. In general, you have a good a b i l i t y  to deal w ith your problems
so tha t you are not often depressed.
33. You tend to feel resentfu l o f  those who keep you from your
goals.
34. I t ' s  hard fo r  you to make the f i r s t  move in a social s i tu a t io n
w ith someone o f the opposite sex.
35. You sometimes feel you 're not as good or capable as you'd l ik e  
to be and th is  becomes upsetting fo r  you.
36. You generally feel mature and capable o f meeting your needs.
37. You tend to be more passive and submissive w ith men than you 
are w ith women.
38. You usually face, your re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s  in a mature, a d u l t l ik e  
manner.
39. Sometimes you doubt whether you w i l l  achieve your most import­
ant l i f e  goals.
40. You seem to be someone who can be trusted w ith secrets.
41. Your asp irations in l i f e  are not always very r e a l is t i c .
42. Your fr iends are l i k e ly  to describe you as sens it ive  to th e i r  
fee lings.
43. You are often not as prepared fo r  things as you'd l ik e .
44. Although you don 't often face up to i t ,  you 're sometimes more 
competitive w ith your fr iends than you would l ik e .
I l l
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very unfavorable neutra l favorable  very
unfavorable favorable
_45. You tend to take the easy way out a l l  too often.
_46. You tend to  procrastinate on projects tha t are very d i f f i c u l t
fo r  you.
_47. You often wish to  change your physical appearance in ways 
which others would th ink  unnecessary.
48. Sometimes you become disturbed by too much change and uncer­
ta in ty  in your environment.
49. You tend to be construc t ive ly  c r i t i c a l  o f  your own actions
but find i t  d i f f i c u l t  to be he lpfu l to your fr iends in the
same way.
50. A lo t  o f your a tt itudes  have become more f le x ib le  during the 
past few years.
51. I t ' s  hard fo r  you to get as close to some people as you 
would l ik e .
52. You're the so rt o f  person who w i l l  usually make time fo r  a 
fr ie n d  who needs i t .
53. Sometimes you cry w ithout knowing the reason.
54. Your copings s k i l l s  are not as f le x ib le  as they could be such
tha t you tend to re ly  on some tha t a re n 't  very constructive .
55. You value lo y a lty  very h ighly in  your fr iendsh ips.
56. Sometimes your need to  be alone is so strong tha t you ju s t
can 't  give to others what they want.
57. Security is  sometimes more important to you than i t  needs to 
be so tha t you tend to be too cautious.
58. Although you l is te n  to others' opinions, you tend to make
your own decisions.
59. Sometimes you wonder what people re a l ly  are th ink ing  about 
you but you have a very hard time asking them.
60. You sometimes have serious doubts about whether you made the
r ig h t  decision or did the r ig h t  th ing.
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
very unfavorable neutra l favorable very
unfavorable favorable
61. You have struggled conscientiously to develop a concept o f 
ju s t  who and what you want to become.
62. I t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to  hold back your hurt about re je c t io n .
63. Your social behavior is espec ia lly  prone to change as some­
times you are extroverted and-sociable while at other times 
you become very in troverted  and reserved.
64. You have some personality  weaknesses which you don 't  share 
w ith  many people but you do some disclosure o f yo u rse lf  w ith 
them.
65. Sometimes you wonder what people re a l ly  th ink  about you but 
you have a hard time asking them fo r  feedback.
66. You tend to ask people fo r  th e i r  opinions on what you should 
do a l l  too often ra ther than re ly ing  on yourse lf.
67. You have a considerable amount o f unused capacity which you 
haven't been able to develop.
Now, at th is  time I would l ik e  you to go back through the items and 
put true (T) or fa lse (F) a t the end o f each statement depending on 
whether the statement is descrip tive  o f you. The questionnaire w i l l  be 
used to develop a personality  inventory so t r y  to  be honest. As you do 
not put your name on the form, there 's  no need to be concerned about con­
f i d e n t ia l i t y .  Again, thanks fo r  your p a r t ic ip a t io n .
APPENDIX 3 
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PERSONALITY FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE #1
1. To what extent do the personality  statements you received accurately 
describe your personality  features?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately extremely
accurate accurate accurate accurate
2. , What percentage o f  the personality  statements you received are accurate 
descriptions o f you?
15% 30% 45% 60% 75% 90%+
3. How important to you were the personality  features which your tes t 
resu lts  included?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately extremely
important important important important
4. What percentage o f the personality  statements you received are important 
to you?
15% 30% 45% 60% 75% 90%+
5. How useful to you was the personality  feedback you received in provid­
ing a source o f self-understanding?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately extremely
useful useful useful useful
APPENDIX 5 
Personality Questionnaire
PERSONALITY QUESTIONNAIRE #2
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The feedback you received from your personality  tes ts  was comprised 
o f several in te rp re t ive  statements. Try now to reca ll as many o f these 
as you can and w r ite  them below.
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I f  you would l ik e  to volunteer fo r  another experiment in which you 
w i l l  receive personality  feedback from your resu lts  on an in kb lo t te s t ,  
please leave your phone number here_____________  .
We may not be able to provide experimental c re d it  fo r  the p a r t ic ip a ­
t ion  however. I f  we cannot give you c re d i t ,  to what extent would you 
s t i l l  want to part ic ipa te?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
riot at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately extremely
interested in terested in terested interested
APPENDIX 6 
Postexperimental Questionnaire
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PERSONAL REACTION QUESTIONNAIRE
1. Do you th ink you 're  a person who is open to receiving personality  
feedback?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately extremely
open open open open
2. Do you th ink most people are open to receiv ing personality  feedback?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately extremely
open open open open
3. Do you th ink  most people have a hard time admitting th e i r  personality  
weaknesses?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
extremely extremely
easy hard
4. Do you th ink  you have a hard time admitting your personality weaknesses?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
extremely extremely
easy hard
5. How much did you p a r t ic ip a te  in the in te rp re ta t io n  o f your te s t  results?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately a c t iv e ly
6. How encouraged did you feel by your te s t  in te rp re te r  to p a r t ic ip a te  in 
the in te rp re ta t io n  o f  your te s t  results?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately a c t ive ly
7. Did your te s t  in te rp re te r  seem interested in you?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately extremely
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8. Did your te s t  in te rp re te r  seem competent to you?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately
9. Did you l ik e  your te s t  in te rp re te r?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
not at a l l  s l ig h t ly  moderately
8 9
extremely
8 9
extremely
APPENDIX 7
Rotter In terna l-Externa l Locus o f Control Scale
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PERSONAL ATTITUDES QUESTIONNAIRE I
Read each o f  the fo llow ing statements ca re fu l ly  and se lect one o f 
the two tha t best describes your b e l ie f .  Please t r y  to  answer a l l  items.
1. a. Children get in to  trouble because th e i r  parents punish them too
much.
b. The trouble w ith  most ch ildren nowadays is tha t th e i r  parents are 
too easy w ith them.
2. a. Many o f the unhappy things in people's l ive s  are p a r t ly  due to bad
luck.
b. People's misfortunes re s u lt  from the mistakes they make.
3. a. One o f the major reasons why we have wars is because people don 't
take enough in te re s t  in p o l i t ic s ,  
b. There w i l l  always be wars, no matter how hard people t r y  to prevent 
them.
4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in th is  world,
b. Unfortunately, an in d iv id u a l 's  worth often passes unrecognized no
matter how hard he t r ie s .
5. a. The idea tha t teachers are u n fa ir  to  students is nonsense.
b. Most students don 't re a l ize  the extent to which th e i r  grades are
influenced by accidental happenings. .
6. a. Without the r ig h t  breaks one cannot be an e f fe c t iv e  leader.
b. Capable people who f a i l  to become leaders have not taken advantage
o f th e i r  opportun it ies.
7. a. No matter how hard you t r y  some people ju s t  don 't l ik e  you.
b. People who can 't  get others to l ik e  them don 't  understand how to 
get along with others.
8. a. Heredity plays the major ro le  in  determining one's persona lity .
b. I t  is one's experiences in l i f e  which determine what the y 're  l ik e .
9. a. I have often found tha t what is going to happen w i l l  happen.
b. Trusting to fa te has never turned out as well fo r  me as making a
decision to take a d e f in i te  course o f  action.
10. a. In the case of the well prepared student there is ra re ly  i f  ever
such a th ing as an u n fa ir  tes t ,  
b. Many times exam questions tend to  be so unrelated to course work so 
tha t studying is re a l ly  useless.
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11. a. Becoming a success is  a matter of hard work, luck has l i t t l e  or
nothing to  do w ith i t .
b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the r ig h t  place at
the r ig h t  time.
12. a. The average c i t iz e n  can have an influence in government decisions,
b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is  not
much the l i t t l e  guy can do about i t .
13. a. When I make plans, I am almost certa in  tha t I can make them work,
b. I t  is  not always wise to plan too fa r  ahead because many things
turn out to be a matter o f  good or bad fortune anyhow.
14. a. There are certa in  people who are ju s t  no good,
b. There is  some good in  everybody.
15. a. In my case ge tt ing  what I want has l i t t l e  or nothing to do with
luck.
b. Many times we might ju s t  as well decide what to do by f l ip p in g  a 
coin.
16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to
be in the r ig h t  place f i r s t ,  
b. Getting people to do the r ig h t  th ing depends upon a b i l i t y ,  luck 
has l i t t l e  or nothing to do w ith i t .
17. a. As fa r  as world a f fa i r s  are concerned, most of us are the victims
o f forces we can ne ither understand, nor con tro l,
b. By taking an active part in p o l i t ic a l  and social a f fa i r s  the
people can control world events.
18. a. Most people don 't re a l ize  the extent to  which th e i r  l ives  are
con tro lled  by accidental happenings, 
b. There re a l ly  is  no such th ing as " lu ck ."
19. a. One should always be w i l l in g  to admit mistakes, 
b. I t  is usually best to  cover up one's mistakes.
20. a. I t  is hard to know whether or not a person re a l ly  l ikes  you.
b. How many fr iends you have depends on how nice a person you are.
21. a. In the long run the bad things tha t happen to us are balanced by
the good ones.
b. Most misfortunes are the re su lt  o f  lack o f a b i l i t y ,  ignorance, 
laziness, or a l l  three.
22. a. With enough e f fo r t  we can wipe out p o l i t ic a l  corruption.
b. I t  is d i f f i c u l t  fo r  people to have much control over the things 
p o l i t ic ia n s  do in o f f ic e .
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23. a. Sometimes I can 't  understand how teachers a rr ive  at the grades
they gi ve.
b. There is a d ire c t  connection between how hard I study and the 
grades I get.
24. a. A good leader expects people to decide fo r  themselves what they
should do.
b. A good leader makes i t  c lea r to everybody what th e i r  jobs are.
25. a. Many times I feel tha t I have l i t t l e  influence over the things
th a t happen to me. 
b. I t  is  impossible fo r  me to believe tha t chance or luck plays an 
important ro le  in my l i f e .
26. a. People are lonely because they don 't t r y  to be f r ie n d ly .
b. There's not much use in t ry in g  too hard to please people, - i f  they 
l ik e  you, they like-you.
27. a. There is too much emphasis on a th le t ic s  in high school,
b. Team sports are an exce llen t way to  bu ild  character.
28. a. What happens to me is  my own doing.
b. Sometimes I feel tha t I don 't have enough control over the d ire c ­
t io n  my l i f e  is taking.
29. a. Most o f the time I can 't  understand why p o l i t ic ia n s  behave the
way they do.
b. In .the- long run the people.are responsible fo r  bad government on 
a national as well as on a local leve l.
APPENDIX 8 
Marlowe-Crowne Social D e s ira b i l i ty  Scale
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PERSONAL ATTITUDES QUESTIONNAIRE I I
Listed below are a number o f statements concerning personal a tt i tude s  and 
t r a i t s .  Read each item and decide whether the statement is  true or fa lse  
as i t  pertains to you personally.
1. Before voting I thoroughly investiga te  the q u a l i f ic a t io n s  o f 
a l l  the candidates.
_ 2. I never hes ita te  to  go out o f my way to help someone in
troub le .
3. I t  is  sometimes hard fo r  me to go on w ith my work i f  I am 
not encouraged.
_ 4. I have never in tensely  d is l ike d  anyone.
_ 5. On occasion I have had doubts about my a b i l i t y  to  succeed in
1 i f  e .
_ 6. I sometimes feel resentfu l when I don 't get my way.
7. I am always careful about my manner o f dress.
_ 8. My tab le  manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a 
restaurant.
9. I f  I could get in to  a movie w ithout paying and be sure .I was 
not seen, I would probably do i t .
10. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I 
thought too l i t t l e  o f  my a b i l i t y .
11. I l ik e  to gossip at times.
12. There have been times when I f e l t  l ik e  rebe ll ing  against
people in au tho r ity  even though I knew they were r ig h t .
13. No matter who I'm ta lk in g  to ,  I'm always a good l is te n e r .
14. I can remember "playing s ick" to get out o f  something.
15. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
16. I'm always w i l l in g  to admit i t  when I make a mistake.
17. I always t r y  to practice what I preach.
18. I don 't f ind  i t  p a r t ic u la r ly  d i f f i c u l t  to get along w ith loud
mouthed obnoxious people.
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_19. I sometimes t r y  to get even, ra ther than fo rg ive  and fo rget.
_20. When I don 't know something I don 't a t a l l  mind admitting i t .
_21. I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.
22. At times I have re a l ly  ins is ted  on having things my own way. 
_23. There have been occasions when I f e l t  l ik e  smashing things.
_24. I would never th ink  o f le t t in g  someone else be punished fo r  
my wrongdoings.
25. I never resent being asked to  return a favor.
_26. I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very d i f ­
fe ren t from my own.
27. I never make a long t r i p  w ithout checking the safety o f  my
car.
_28. There have been times when I was qu ite  jealous o f the good 
fortune o f others.
_29. I have almost never f e l t  the urge to t e l l  someone o f f .
_30. I am sometimes i r r i t a t e d  by people who ask favors o f me.
31. I have never f e l t  tha t I was punished without cause.
_32. I sometimes th ink  when people have a misfortune they only got 
what they deserved.
_33. I have never d e lib e ra te ly  said something tha t hurt someone's 
fee lings.
APPENDIX 9
Janis-FieTd Feelings o f Inadequacy Scale
PERSONAL ATTITUDES QUESTIONNAIRE I I I
Please read each o f the fo llow ing questions c a re fu l ly  and select one 
o f the f iv e  responses tha t is  most descrip tive  o f you.
Responses: 1 2  3 4 5
Very F a ir ly  Sometimes Once in a P ra c t ica l ly
Often Often Great While Never
1. How often do you have the fee ling  tha t there is nothing you 
can do well?
_ 2. How often do you feel tha t you have handled you rse lf  well at 
a social gathering?
_ 3. How often do you have the fee ling  tha t you can do everything 
well?
_ 4. When you have to ta lk  in f ro n t o f  a class or a group o f people
your own age, how a fra id  or worried do you usually feel?
(e .g . ,  very a fra id )
_ 5. How often are you troubled w ith shyness?
_ 6. Do you ever feel so discouraged w ith you rse lf  tha t you wonder
whether anything is worthwhile?
7. How often do you worry about whether other people l ik e  to be 
w ith you?
_ 8. How comfortable are you when s ta r t in g  a conversation with
people whom you don 't know? (e .g . ,  very comfortable)
_ 9. Do you ever th in k  tha t you are a worthless ind iv idua l?
_10. When you ta lk  in fro n t o f a class or a group of people of
your own age, how pleased are you w ith your performance?
(e .g . ,  very pleased)
_11. How often do you feel self-conscious?
12. How often do you feel tha t you are a successful person?
13. How often do you feel in fe r io r  to most o f the people you know?
14. How confident are you tha t your success in your fu tu re  job or
career is assured? (e .g . ,  very confident)
APPENDIX 10 
Consent Form
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1 2 3 4 5
Very F a ir ly  Sometimes Once in a P ra c t ica l ly
Often Often Great While Never
15. When you speak in  a class discussion, how sure o f you rse lf  do 
you feel? (e .g . ,  very sure)
_16. How much do you worry about how well you get along with other 
people? (e .g . ,  very worried)
_17. How sure o f yo u rse lf  do you feel when among strangers?
_18. -How confident do you feel tha t some day the people you know 
w i l l  look up to you and respect you?
19. How often do you feel tha t you d is l ik e  yourself?
20. In general, how confident do you feel about your a b i l i t ie s ?
INFORMED CONSENT FORM
This research p ro jec t involves an inves tiga tion  o f persona lity  tes t 
in te rp re ta t io n  and feedback approaches. You w i l l  be asked to  complete 
three questionnaires a f te r  which you w i l l  be scheduled to meet w ith a 
doctoral level student in C l in ica l Psychology to receive your te s t  in te r ­
p re ta t ion . This is  a l l  the study w i l l  require o f  you. A f u l l  explanation 
o f  a l l  the d e ta i ls  o f  the research w i l l  be explained once you complete the 
study.
Importantly, your te s t  resu lts  w i l l  remain con fiden tia l and w i l l  be 
shared only w ith you. I f  at any time during the study you become uncom­
fo r ta b le  you may feel free to withdraw your consent to p a rt ic ip a te .
In the event physical in ju ry  resu lts  from b io­
medical or behavioral research, the human subject 
should in d iv id u a l ly  seek appropriate medical t re a t ­
ment and shall be e n t i t le d  to reimbursement or comp­
ensation consistent w ith the s e l f  insurance program 
fo r  Comprehensive General L ia b i l i t y  established by 
the Department o f Administration under au tho r ity  or 
judgment by the means provided by MCA Section 2-9- 
315. In the event o f a claim fo r  such physical 
in ju ry ,  fu r th e r information may be sought from the 
Univers ity  Legal Counsel.
I have read the above material and wish to p a r t ic ip a te  in th is  study. 
I understand tha t I can discontinue the experiment at any time and am 
under no ob liga tion  to  complete i t .
Signature
APPENDIX 11 
Unila tera l Feedback Session Transcrip t
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Assessor:
Subject:
Assessor:
Subject:
Assessor:
Assessor:
Subject:
Assessor:
Assessor:
Subject:
Assessor:
Subject:
Assessor:
UNILATERAL FEEDBACK SESSION TRANSCRIPT
A ll  r ig h t ,  then. I t  seems tha t you tend to be more passive 
and submissive with men than you are with women . . . l ik e  i t  
may be easier fo r  you to  say or do what you want w ith members 
o f  the same sex.
The f i r s t  one was passive. What was the other?
Submissive . . . .  The next one here is tha t i t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  
fo r  you to express your anger in  a d ire c t  manner at the time 
when you feel i t  . . . .  So i f  you get mad at somebody l ik e  
your mother or your roommate you might tend to  hold o f f  t e l l in g  
them.
Hmm.
The next one is tha t you tend to ask people fo r  th e i r  opinions 
on what you should do a l l  too often ra ther than re ly in g  on 
yo u rse lf  . . . sometimes your f i r s t  impulse might be to ask 
someone even i f  you have your own opinion.
O.K. Le t 's  see. You're l i k e ly  to  take the easy way out a l l  
too often . . . fo r  example,- i t  might be easier fo r  you some­
times to hold back a fee ling  i f  you th ink  saying i t  would be 
hard fo r  you.
Uh huh. Yeah, th a t 's  re a l ly  true .
You generally feel mature and capable o f meeting your needs 
. . . b a s ica l ly ,  you can handle most o f the problems o f  every­
day l i f e .
This next one is  tha t you have such strong fee lings about 
certa in  issues, i t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to ta lk  about them w ith ­
out becoming upset . . .  so tha t some subjects may touch some 
personal, sens it ive  spot.
(laughs) Yeah, there 's  a lo t  o f those a l l  r ig h t .  God, th is  
is  re a l ly  amazing. I'm ju s t  taking i t  a l l  in . Some o f th is  
is ju s t  re a l ly  on ta rge t.
So you 're  surprised.
Yeah, ju s t  a lo t  o f  these are true o f me.
O.K. Let ' s go on . . .  . You value lo y a lty  very highly in 
your friendships . . . you 're the sort o f person who s ticks  
by her fr iends.
128
Subject:
Assessor:
Assessor:
Assessor:
Assessor:
Subject:
Assessor:
Assessor:
Assessor:
Subject:
Assessor:
Yeah, I agree w ith  tha t one, too.
A l l  r ig h t  . . . you have a tendency to feel sorry fo r  you rse lf 
when things don’ t  go your way . . . you might have some e x c i t ­
ing plans tha t don 't work out so you might tend to sulk a
l i t t l e .
O.K. Sometimes you avoid events because o f your fears o f f a i l ­
ure . . . fo r  example, i f  you know you can 't  do something as
well as you'd l i k e ,  you might not do i t  a t a l l .
Although you 're  ba s ica lly  a serious person, you love to laugh 
and enjoy the company o f others . . . r e a l ly ,  what's meant 
here is tha t you've got both an in troverted  and an extroverted 
side to you.
You often spend more time than you should worrying about the 
reactions o f others . . . fo r  example, you might become overly 
concerned w ith somebody's disapproval o f you.
Yeah, th a t 's  fo r  sure.
The next one here is th a t you tend to be suspicious sometimes 
about the motives people have fo r  being w ith you . . . oh, 
maybe you might d is t ru s t  the reasons behind some guy's in te re s t 
in you.
You're the so rt o f person who w i l l  usually make time fo r  a 
fr ie nd  who needs i t  , . . l ik e  i f  you have a fr ie nd  who is 
re a l ly  down, y o u ' l l  tend to t r y  to be there.
You tend to feel self-conscious and insecure when you 're with 
people whom you believe to be superior . . . .  Maybe i t  might 
be hard fo r  you to ta lk  comfortably w ith some professor you 
th ink  is b r i l l i a n t .
I . . .  I don 't  know i f  i t  was so much on tha t one question 
from the persona lity  te s t ,  urn, something about fee ling  s e l f -  
conscious around people or something . . . because o f my 
weight, tha t is ,  I guess I was fee ling . I dunno about a pro­
fessor or whatever, but I th ink  th a t maybe a nice looking g i r l  
th a t 's  nice and slender, you know, but also has a real good 
persona lity ; she can be a t t ra c t iv e  but also inside so th a t 's  
when I feel re a l ly  conscious o f myself. Is tha t what you mean?
Yes, th a t 's  f in e  . . .  . A l l  r ig h t ,  th is  one here is tha t i t  
is  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to deal w ith the anger and h o s t i l i t y  of 
others. O.K., l i ke  i f  somebody is re a l ly  made at you sometimes 
you take i t  re a l ly  hard.
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Assessor: O.K. Your coping s k i l l s  a re n 't  as f le x ib le  as they could be
and as a consequence you tend to  re ly  on some tha t a re n 't  very 
constructive . . . .  That's l i k e  i f  you 're  swamped and re a l ly  
need to be organized, sometimes y o u ' l l  ju s t  get more f lus te red .
•Subject: Yeah, espec ia lly  around midterms, huh?
APPENDIX 12 
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O.K. The f i r s t  one here is  tha t your coping s k i l l s  a re n 't  as 
f le x ib le  as they could be so tha t you tend to re ly  on some that 
a re n 't  very constructive . How does tha t seem descrip tive  o f 
you?
Well, yeah, i t ' s  probably true. Drinking, when I have a prob­
lem. I know I do tha t.
A l l  r ig h t .  The next one is that although you 're  bas ica lly  a 
serious person, you love to laugh and enjoy the company of 
others. How does th is  seem to f i t ?
Yeah, well I l i k e  to party but I guess I take myself p re tty  
serious ly  when i t  comes down to i t .  Is tha t what you mean?
Yes, th a t 's  f in e  . . . .  I t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to express 
anger in a d ire c t  manner at the time when you 're  fee ling  i t .
That's re a l ly  tru e , very true.
How is tha t true o f you? Can you give an example?
Oh, disagreements w ith fr iends or something l ik e  tha t. I don 't 
tend to show i t .
O.K. The next one is tha t you often spend more time than you 
should worrying about the reactions of others. How does th is  
f i t ?
Well, i t  does and i t  doesn't. I t  probably depends on whose 
reaction i t  is .  Probably more often the people I respect I 
might be more concerned about what they th in k . I can see tha t 
I  could worry about th e i r  reactions. I mean i t ' s  human 
nature (laughs).
(laughs) Yeah. O.K. The next one is tha t you tend to be 
more passive and submissive w ith men than you are with women.
Yeah, th a t 's  probably true.
Can you give an example o f  that?
I th ink  most o f us are, ju s t  because i t ' s  always been that way.
O.K. You tend to be suspicious sometimes about the motives 
people have fo r  being with you. How does th is  apply to you?
Probably in re la tionsh ips I'm not always t ru s t in g .  Is that 
what you mean? .
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I t ' s  up to you whether or not these seem true o f  you and . . .
A l l  r ig h t .  Yeah, well I th ink w ith men I'm more suspicious.
You're the so rt o f person who w i l l  usually make time fo r  a 
fr iend  who needs i t .
Yeah, probably. Like i f  I th ink  somebody is lonely I ' l l  go 
spend some time w ith them. I did tha t fo r  a g i r l f r ie n d  
recently.-
O.K. The next one here is tha t i t ' s  hard fo r  you to deal with 
the anger and h o s t i l i t y  o f  others. How does that one f i t .  you?
(laughs) Yeah, yeah. Somebody's angry at me r ig h t  now . . . 
probably because I suppress my anger. I'm more pa tien t than 
he is ,  I th ink .
Here's another one. You tend to  feel self-conscious and 
insecure when you 're w ith people whom you feel are superior.
In what kinds o f  s itua tions  does tha t apply?
Huh, th a t 's  funny 'cuz I used to be ju s t  the other way. But 
i t  is  true 'cuz I'm ju s t  beginning to  rea lize  how much I don't 
know.
O.K. The next one is th a t you generally feel mature and cap­
able o f meeting your needs.
That's true.
Are there aspects o f your l i f e  where i t ' s  p a r t ic u la r ly  true 
fo r  you?
Well, I'm pu tt ing  myself through school now, working and I 
cou ldn 't  have done tha t a few years ago. I'm s t ick ing  with i t .
O.K. You tend to ask people fo r  th e i r  opinions a l l  too often 
ra ther than re ly ing  on you rse lf .  In what s itua tions  is that 
descrip tive  fo r  you?
I don 't th ink  th a t 's  true o f me. I ask opinions but I th ink I 
re ly  on myself.
O.K. You have a tendency to feel sorry fo r  you rse lf  when 
things don 't go your way. Are there cases when th a t f i t s  you?
Yeah, th a t 's  tru e , but I guess I 'd  l ik e  to th ink I'm coming 
out o f  tha t. Like at work, I don 't  brood as much.
A ll r ig h t .  The next one is tha t you sometimes avoid events 
because o f your fears o f fa i lu re .  How does tha t apply to you?
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Wel l ,  games l i k e  tennis or something I played ju s t  once and 
gave up.
A ll  r ig h t ,  the next one is  tha t you 're l i k e ly  to take the 
easy way out a l l  tdo often. When does tha t seem to f i t ?
I dunno. I th ink  I re a l ly  enjoy a challenge sometimes. I t ' s  
hard to th ink of s itua tions  when I do tha t anymore.
O.K. The next one is tha t you value lo y a lty  h igh ly in your 
fr iendsh ips. How is  tha t descrip tive  o f you?
Wel l ,  I ju s t  expect i t  because I'm loya l. S in c e r ity 's  re a l ly  
important to me.
O.K. The la s t  one here is  tha t you have such strong feelings 
about certa in - issues, i t ' s  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you to ta lk  about 
them without becoming upset. How does tha t apply to you?
Subject: (laughs) Yeah, I th ink  ju s t  about any issue (laughs). Gosh.
I can get heated real eas ily  on things I believe in . Yeah.
